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Executive Summary 
 
This report presents the outcomes of the first year of implementation (Year 1, 2007-2008) of the 
Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Project. Data for this evaluation report were 
collected from 40 pilot schools located in eight (8) demonstration school districts in Florida.  The 
findings are organized around the three focus areas for the Year 1 evaluation:  the degree to which 
school staff supported project implementation (Consensus), the degree to which school structures and 
staff skills were developed to support implementation (Infrastructure) and the degree to which the 
school actually implemented the components of response to intervention (Implementation). 
 
Findings  
 
1) Increases in staff support for the implementation of the PS/RtI model occurred. School-based 
Leadership Team (SBLT) members and instructional staff indicated increasing levels of agreement 
with core beliefs central to implementation of a PS/RtI model. Interviews with Regional 
Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches who provided training, technical assistance, and support to the 
pilot schools resulted in themes consistent with data reported by participating educators. 
 
2) Increases in the structures and educator skills necessary to support implementation of a PS/RtI model 
occurred. SBLT members reported increasing availability of data to make decisions, evidence-based 
practices, and meetings to evaluate the impact of instruction/intervention. Ongoing professional 
development efforts appeared to result in educators needing less support than they needed at the 
beginning of the year to apply PS/RtI practices. Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches’ 
perspectives were consistent with these findings. 
  
3) Increases in use of the PS/RtI model in the pilot schools occurred. SBLT reports and reviews of 
permanent products (i.e., documentation) generated from meetings at which PS/RtI practices were 
likely to be implemented indicated higher levels of implementation during Year 1. Regional 
Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches’ perspectives on implementation supported these findings. 
 
Future Directions 
 
 Findings from Year 1 evaluation activities suggest improvements in consensus, infrastructure 
development, and implementation. In addition to continued assessment of the extent to which Project 
activities resulted in attainment of the aforementioned goals, future evaluation activities will examine 
the relationship between PS/RtI implementation and student academic and behavioral outcomes. 
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Abstract 
 
The Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Project represents a 
collaborative effort between the Florida Department of Education and the University of South Florida. 
The Project was created to (1) provide professional development across the state on the PS/RtI model, 
and (2) systematically evaluate the impact of PS/RtI implementation in a limited number of 
demonstration sites. The Florida Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project: Year 1 Evaluation 
Report contains formative evaluation data from the first year of implementation in the demonstration 
sites. The Project’s three goals for the first year of implementation in 40 pilot schools are discussed in 
the context of systems change principles. Data from various sources are presented to provide formative 
information on the degree to which Project activities facilitated attainment of those goals. Finally, 
potential explanations for the findings presented and possible implications for future Project activities 
are discussed. 
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Introduction 
 
 An effective public education system is fundamental to the United States’ ability to make 
significant social and economic contributions in the global marketplace. Evidence of a national emphasis 
on reforming public education to prepare students to be competitive in the 21st century global economy 
can be found in recent federal legislation. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002 was 
authorized by Congress to hold schools accountable for the educational outcomes of students. NCLB 
requires states to ensure that all students, including those who are disadvantaged, achieve pre-
determined levels of academic proficiency as determined through statewide assessments. 
Implementation of evidence-based instructional practices are mandated to increase the percentage of 
students who demonstrate proficiency on statewide assessments. 
 
 Data-based decision-making and the use of evidence-based practices also are embedded in other 
important federal legislation that impacts education. The Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEIA) of 2004 requires schools to demonstrate that students who did not respond to 
evidence-based interventions delivered over a reasonable period of time are considered for eligibility for 
services under the Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) category. Importantly, schools must demonstrate 
lack of response through frequently administered assessments that directly assess educational 
standards/benchmarks. Although both IDEIA and NCLB focus on the use of data and research-based 
practices in the selection of curriculum and pedagogy, schools must make decisions regarding how to 
respond to these mandates across both general and special education. One mechanism for making data-
based decisions to improve the impact of services provided to students that is receiving attention across 
the nation is the Problem Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) model. 
 
The Problem Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Model 
 
A PS/RtI model uses assessment to facilitate the development and implementation of evidence-
based interventions in the general education environment and to determine the extent to which students 
respond to the interventions through continuous progress monitoring (Batsche et al., 2005).  When 
making educational decisions using a PS/RtI model, educators typically progress through four major 
stages referred to as the problem-solving process: problem identification; problem analysis; plan 
development and implementation; and program evaluation/response-to-intervention (Bergan & 
Kratochwill, 1990). When addressing problems for a student or group of students, educators involved in 
problem-solving teams use the four stages of problem solving to systematically (1) identify the expected 
skill(s) the student or students is/are expected to perform (i.e., replacement behavior), (2) determine 
what factors are inhibiting performance of the target skill(s), (3) develop and implement a plan to 
remove barriers to learning, and (4) evaluate student RtI (Batsche et al., 2005).  
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Figure 1. Problem-Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Model Diagram. 
 
 In addition to providing a framework for making decisions about student performance, the 
PS/RtI model includes mechanisms to help schools use their finite resources more efficiently. To 
increase the efficiency with which schools provide services, interventions are available for both 
individual and groups of students. Interventions available to students are typically categorized into three 
tiers that intensify and focus the interventions (Batsche et al., 2005). Although the procedures vary 
somewhat for academics and behavior, the three-tier conceptual model is similar across both domains 
(see Figure 1 above). A brief description of the three-tier model based on Batsche et. al’s (2005) 
conceptualization follows:  
 
• Tier I instruction involves providing scientific, research-based instruction to all students (i.e., 
core instruction). Educators administer universal screening assessments 3-4 times per year and 
examine existing data to determine the overall impact of Tier I instruction, and screen for 
individual students not responding to the curriculum.  
• Tier II intervention (i.e., supplemental intervention) involves additional time and/or skill focus in 
the curriculum targeting the content area of concern (e.g., reading). Students receiving Tier II 
interventions are monitored more frequently (e.g., monthly) to facilitate decision-making 
regarding the effectiveness of the intervention plan developed through the problem solving 
process. Although the majority of students should respond to Tier I and II instruction, estimates 
indicate that approximately 5% will require more intense, targeted interventions available 
through Tier III procedures.  
• Tier III interventions typically involve highly idiosyncratic, intensive services that require the 
expertise of a diverse team of trained individuals. Educators monitor progress frequently (e.g., 
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weekly) to make decisions regarding student RtI. Interventions developed for students receiving 
Tier III services may or may not involve resources outside of what can be realistically expected 
in the general education setting. When the resources (e.g., time, materials, personnel) required 
exceed what is available through general education, then the student is considered for special 
education eligibility. Thus, in the PS/RtI model, special education becomes a mechanism for 
providing additional, intensive services to students, not a location where students diagnosed with 
disabilities go to receive instruction.  
 
In summary, the PS/RtI model serves several functions. First, the PS/RtI model serves as a 
decision-making framework for determining what services should be provided to students. Learning 
problems can be systematically identified early in the problem cycle, analyzed, and addressed to 
improve student outcomes at the group and individual levels. Second, the PS/RtI model functions as an 
indicator of the frequency and intensity of services needed for all students to be successful. By 
evaluating student RtI at three tiers of intervention, educators are able to more efficiently use their finite 
resources and improve student performance in the general education environment. In other words, a 
tiered system of intervention allows educators to solve less severe problems in the general education 
environment and invest additional resources in those students who require more intensive intervention to 
achieve educational benchmarks, thereby meeting the mandates of NCLB (2002) and IDEIA (2004).  
 
Florida’s Focus on PS/RtI Practices 
 
 The Florida Department of Education’s (FL DOE) response to the federal mandates discussed 
above, like many other states around the nation, has focused on how to encourage and support Florida 
schools in the implementation of PS/RtI. Years of research on educational reform have demonstrated 
that educators facilitating adoption of an innovation such as PS/RtI must follow systems change 
principles (Curtis, Castillo, & Cohen, 2008). Factors such as educators’ beliefs, knowledge, and skills 
regarding data-based decision-making; policies and procedures that support PS/RtI; and the use of 
strategic and action planning to facilitate implementation of the model must be included in any effort to 
scale-up the use of PS/RtI practices. To determine how to best facilitate implementation of the model in 
a state with 67 school districts and approximately 3 million students, the FL DOE has created the 
“Florida Department of Education Statewide Response to Instruction/Intervention (RtI) Implementation 
Plan” (A copy of the plan is available at http://www.florida-rti.org/). The purpose of the plan is to create 
the capacity necessary for the FL DOE to work toward aligning state rules, policies/procedures, and 
initiatives to better support schools in the implementation of the PS/RtI model.  
 
One critical component of the plan is the creation of three state-level teams made up of various 
educational stakeholders across Florida. One team is comprised of directors and bureau chiefs in the FL 
DOE (i.e., The State Management Group). The State Management Group is charged with providing the 
regulatory guidance and resources necessary for the state of Florida’s school districts to implement 
PS/RtI practices. Members of the second team represent key personnel from the FL DOE as well as FL 
DOE funded projects who have expertise and experience working with schools to implement PS/RtI 
(i.e., The State Transformation Team). The purpose of the State Transformation Team is to provide 
PS/RtI training, technical assistance, and support to the FL DOE and school districts. Finally, the third 
team (i.e., The State Advisory Group) is comprised of representatives from professional organizations 
and advocacy groups whose role it is to provide input to the aforementioned two teams regarding 
scaling-up of PS/RtI practices.  
 
In addition to providing leadership and statewide technical assistance to guide PS/RtI 
implementation, the state plan emphasizes the need for Florida school districts to develop their own 
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plans to integrate PS/RtI practices. The plan sets clear expectations for districts that PS/RtI should drive 
decisions regarding how students are served in Florida schools. Clear connections for educators 
regarding how current changes in state rules, policies/procedures, and initiatives align with PS/RtI, and 
future directions for these state-level issues are provided as well. Examples of state-level alignment with 
implementation of a PS/RtI model highlighted in the plan include:  
 
• Florida’s K-12 Reading Plan that provides guidance to school districts regarding how 
reading assessment and instructional practices should be integrated into a 3-tiered service 
delivery model 
• Reading First grants awarded to Florida school districts that include requirements for 
schools to use evidence-based assessment and instructional practices to prevent reading 
difficulties in grades K-3 
• Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Plan that incorporates use of a PS/RtI model into 
the strategies used to support low performing schools 
• Florida’s Positive Behavior Support (PBS) Project which uses a 3-tiered, problem-
solving approach to improving the behavioral outcomes of students and 
• A new Early Learning Success (ELS) initiative focusing on building a strong foundation 
in reading and math for Florida’s children by targeting standards, assessment, and 
instructional practices from Pre-K to 3rd grade. 
 
Existing state entities that can be used to access professional development and resources (e.g., funding 
streams) available to support PS/RtI implementation in school districts are described briefly as well. For 
a description of these state-level entities and resources, or to access the full plan, click on the link 
provided above. 
 
Florida’s Problem Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Project  
 
To help facilitate and inform implementation of a PS/RtI model in the state, the FL DOE created 
the Florida PS/RtI Project. This Project represents a collaborative effort between the FL DOE and the 
University of South Florida, created to (1) provide professional development across the state on the 
PS/RtI model, and (2) systematically evaluate the impact of PS/RtI implementation in a limited number 
of demonstration sites. The statewide training component of the Project is intended to provide school-
based teams with the knowledge and skills needed to implement the PS/RtI model. The training modules 
delivered by the Project focus on the legislative, regulatory, and historical reasons that explain why 
educators are being asked to use PS/RtI practices, how to systematically engage in the change process, 
and the knowledge and skills necessary to implement a PS/RtI model. Districts send school-based teams 
to participate in the trainings on a voluntary basis. Technical assistance and follow-up by Project staff 
are limited, as are data collection to evaluate the impact of statewide training.  
 
The demonstration site component of the Project, on the other hand, is intended to provide a 
comprehensive evaluation of the impact of implementing a PS/RtI model on districts, buildings, 
educators, and students. This component is being implemented in 40 pilot schools in 8 (demonstration) 
school districts across the state of Florida. The buildings and districts participating are representative of 
sites across Florida in terms of demographics (e.g, size, racial diversity, poverty levels) and geography.  
 
The training curriculum is similar to the statewide training component of the Project; however, 
funding, technical assistance, and follow-up support are being provided to demonstration districts and 
schools for a period of three years to facilitate implementation of the model. Initially, the Project is 
focusing on elementary schools. Pilot schools are able to target reading, math, and/or behavior when 
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implementing PS/RtI in whichever grade levels they choose. Matched comparison schools are being 
used as a referent against which to evaluate the impact of the Project. The comparison schools are 
receiving no support from the Project and are expected to delay implementation of PS/RtI practices until 
the conclusion of the 3-year Project.  
 
Implementation of the PS/RtI model across the demonstration districts and schools is overseen 
by the Project’s Leadership Team which is composed of two Project Directors, the Project Leader, three 
Regional Coordinators in charge of training and technical assistance, and two Project Evaluators. 
Members of this team are responsible for Project planning, administrative duties, and providing training, 
technical assistance, and support to demonstration sites to facilitate implementation and evaluation of 
PS/RtI practices. School-Based Leadership Teams (SBLTs), district-based PS/RtI Coaches, and district 
leadership personnel are the primary focus of professional development provided by the three Regional 
Coordinators and Project staff in the identified demonstration sites. The Project Evaluators provide 
ongoing assistance to the aforementioned demonstration site personnel to facilitate data collection for 
the Project’s evaluation model. 
 
In addition to the professional development and support received from Project staff, each 
demonstration district is receiving funding for one full-time PS/RtI Coach for every three pilot schools 
(i.e., up to a maximum of two coaches for six pilot schools). The PS/RtI Coaches are employees of the 
participating school districts, but are supported by funding provided by the Project. The coaches are 
trained by Project staff on the PS/RtI model and strategies for facilitating implementation in schools. 
Each coach is responsible for data collection and for providing supplemental training, technical 
assistance, and follow-up support to the SBLTs and district leadership at the demonstration sites. 
Coaches also assist in providing training on PS/RtI practices and procedures to school staff in each of 
the buildings for which they are responsible. Coaches work directly with the Project’s Regional 
Coordinators and Evaluators to facilitate the implementation and evaluation of PS/RtI practices. 
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Evaluation Design 
 
Florida PS/RtI Project Evaluation Philosophy  
  
The purpose of the demonstration site component of the Florida PS/RtI Project is to evaluate the 
impact of PS/RtI implementation on student, educator, and systemic outcomes. Although these 
outcomes will be the ultimate focus of stakeholders interpreting the results of the Project, collecting data 
on other variables that impact outcomes is important. Schools have different populations, resources, staff 
knowledge and skills, and cultures, among other variables, that impact the services they provide. Due to 
pre-existing differences across such variables, educators and students will respond differentially to 
efforts to implement PS/RtI. Thus, the Project staff have made every effort to identify and collect data 
on variables likely to impact PS/RtI implementation and outcomes. When these data are examined in 
conjunction with educator, student, and systemic outcome data, a much more comprehensive and 
accurate picture of the impact of PS/RtI practices is likely to emerge. 
 
Although the Project is currently in the second year of working with demonstration sites to pilot 
implementation of PS/RtI, data collected thus far can be useful to stakeholders responsible for 
facilitating the adoption of PS/RtI practices. Project staff believe that program evaluation should be used 
to improve the services provided by individuals and organizations. Summative analyses that address 
questions regarding how well an innovation (e.g., interventions, initiatives, projects) such as PS/RtI 
worked are helpful when determining whether to continue with an innovative practice. Formative 
analyses, on the other hand, focus on improving the services provided as they are being delivered. In 
other words, the question being asked is not “how well did the innovation work” but rather “how well is 
it working?” Answering the latter question allows individuals implementing the innovation to make 
ongoing changes to the services being provided and to evaluate what impact those changes are having. 
 
 The importance of the distinction between formative and summative analyses cannot be 
overstated. When evaluating a large-scale initiative such as PS/RtI implementation in a system as 
complex as education, it is critical to identify which components of PS/RtI are being implemented as 
intended versus those that are not. Identifying the degree to which PS/RtI is being implemented allows 
educators to focus more intensely on those issues on which implementers are struggling. It is with this 
idea in mind that Project staff created this report. The explanations of the evaluation model, data 
collected, and results presented from Year 1 of the Project are meant to provide educational stakeholders 
with information that can be useful as they proceed with implementation of PS/RtI practices.  
 
Purpose and Design 
 
The overall evaluation design for the PS/RtI Project includes both formative and summative 
approaches with focus on the: 
  
1) Beliefs, knowledge, skills, and satisfaction of educators,  
2) Implementation of PS/RtI activities and processes, and  
3) Impact of the PS/RtI model on student academic and behavioral outcomes as  
      well as on special education outcomes in the demonstration districts/pilot schools.   
 
Formative evaluation activities which include input, process, and preliminary outcome 
evaluation are designed to provide Project stakeholders (e.g., Regional Coordinators, PS/RtI Coaches, 
participating district and school personnel) information that facilitates ongoing review and modification 
of implementation activities and processes. Input evaluation involves examining the characteristics and 
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resources of the demonstration sites. Variables such as student and staff demographics, and school size 
are important for understanding how PS/RtI implementation impacts students and schools with different 
needs and resources. Process evaluation examines the degree to which an organization provides services 
as they were intended. For the purposes of the Project, process evaluation includes assessment of the 
extent to which implementation of PS/RtI practices occur across tiers in the demonstration sites as well 
as the activities in which Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI coaches are engaged. Finally, preliminary 
outcome evaluation is focusing on the degree to which educator beliefs, knowledge and skills, and 
satisfaction are impacted as well as whether increases in the level of PS/RtI implementation are 
occurring.  
 
        Summative evaluation activities are designed to provide information on the overall effectiveness 
(outcomes) of the PS/RtI model and its impact on the selected demonstration sites. They also will form 
the basis on which decisions relative to PS/RtI Project expansion can be informed. Student and systemic 
outcomes are critically important to stakeholders of education; however, large-scale initiatives such as 
PS/RtI often require more than one year of implementation to observe improvements in academic, 
behavioral, and other summative outcomes. Thus, the evaluation design calls for emphasis on formative 
evaluation of the implementation of PS/RtI during the three years of the Project (2007-2008, 2008-09, 
and 2009-10) and summative evaluation relative to the impact and overall effectiveness of PS/RtI in the 
year following work with the demonstration sites (2010-2011). Data from the evaluation activities 
following Year 3 also will be used to make more informed recommendations for modifications in PS/RtI 
implementation.  
 
Importance of Engaging in Change Systematically 
 
 Formative evaluation of PS/RtI must be sensitive to the complexity of the public education 
system. Educational reform movements have been commonplace in schools (Passow, 1990); however, 
whether through legislation, administrative policy, or some other mechanism, schools have attempted a 
number of large-scale educational reforms with limited success (Sarason, 1990). According to Sarason 
(1990), meaningful educational reform has failed because legislators, policymakers, and administrators 
paid little attention to schools in the context of their histories or larger social systems (e.g., communities, 
districts, states, mandates). In many instances, initiatives were launched without investing the time and 
resources needed to investigate the problem and redesign the system in a coordinated, systematic 
manner. The result has been a myriad of initiatives, often targeting the same problems, but requiring 
conflicting actions from educators. When one initiative did not demonstrate results, another was often 
attempted without examination of why the previous reform did not produce the desired results.  
 
Consequently, what has resulted is a culture in which educators expect that one reform 
movement will be replaced by another, often conflicting, initiative. Sarason (1990) purports that the 
reason many initiatives fail is because schools are left unchecked to implement the initiatives. He argues 
that when provided with multiple, often competing initiatives and little or no support, schools will 
respond in ways that minimize the effort required to change, thereby limiting meaningful educational 
reform. In fact, Sarason (1982) has shown that teachers typically do not implement new practices that 
require more than a few skills that are outside of their existing skill set.  
 
Given that implementation of the PS/RtI model requires a major conceptual and practical shift 
from traditional practices, Sarason’s (1982) findings are cause for concern. PS/RtI requires educators to 
administer assessments and link the data to evidence-based instruction/interventions implemented in the 
general education environment. In addition, educators must learn to make data-based decisions to 
determine the effectiveness of instruction/interventions implemented. To ensure that educators 
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understand the need for using PS/RtI practices, and have the skills and support to implement a PS/RtI 
model, Project staff have adopted a three-stage change model to help schools facilitate systematic 
implementation based on their particular needs. The model involves developing consensus among key 
stakeholders who will be responsible for using PS/RtI, building the infrastructure necessary to support 
implementation, and then implementation of PS/RtI across tiers of service delivery. What follows is a 
brief description of each component of the 3-stage systems change model. 
 
Consensus development among key stakeholders in a school (e.g., principal, teachers, 
instructional support personnel, student services personnel) regarding the implementation of any 
innovation is a fundamental principle of engaging in effective systems change (Curtis et al., 2008). 
Curtis et al. suggest that a commitment from the majority (80% is often suggested but is not universally 
agreed upon) of stakeholders in a building should be obtained before proceeding with implementation of 
an innovation. Given the idea that the level of commitment from school personnel regarding a reform 
initiative is likely to influence the degree to which implementation occurs, it is important to consider 
factors that will impact educators’ perceptions regarding the worth of an initiative before beginning 
implementation. Educators will adopt new practices when they perceive (1) the need for the change, and 
(2) that they either possess the skills or will receive the support necessary to implement them. It should 
be noted, however, that building consensus through establishing need, and providing professional 
development and supports is a never-ending process. Education is a dynamic system in which internal 
(e.g., student needs, administrator goals, staff turnover) and external (e.g., legislation, policy, funding) 
pressures are constantly in flux, requiring that buy-in for any initiative be continually assessed and 
systematically targeted. 
 
Perceptions regarding the need for PS/RtI implementation are targeted by Project staff through a 
two-pronged approach. One prong involves discussing and challenging beliefs regarding the nature of 
student learning, and the validity of traditional assessment and instructional/intervention practices. 
Traditional approaches to assessing student learning and its impact on instruction are contrasted with 
research that provides support for use of a PS/RtI model to identify and address learning problems. The 
second prong involves sharing and discussing the outcome data from educators’ schools in the context 
of increasing accountability demands from federal (e.g., NCLB) and state sources (e.g., Florida’s AYP 
criteria). In addition to targeting educators’ perceptions regarding the need for PS/RtI, Project staff 
communicate the level of support schools will receive from the Project to enable school staff and 
administrators to develop the skills necessary to facilitate implementation of the model.  
 
 Infrastructure development involves creating the structures necessary to facilitate and support 
implementation of the PS/RtI model. Educators have finite resources (e.g, time, personnel, funding, 
materials) to adopt new practices. Existing mandates, policies and procedures, and the resources to learn 
and implement assessment and instructional practices must all be examined in terms of their alignment 
with PS/RtI. Common examples of structures targeted by school systems implementing a PS/RtI model 
include the: 
 
• Development/adoption of standards-based comprehensive assessment systems, 
• Identification of which Tiers I, II, and III resources are available to teachers and the 
development/adoption of resources that are needed, 
• Alignment of existing policies and procedures to be consistent with the use of PS/RtI practices 
across tiers, 
• Development/adoption of technology to facilitate efficient data collection and graphical display 
of data that is useful to teachers when making decisions about student progress, 
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• Determination of what existing meeting times educational personnel can use to employ PS/RtI 
practices, AND 
• Time to provide ongoing professional development (i.e., training, coaching, and follow-up 
support) to all educators in the building who are expected to implement the PS/RtI model. 
 
The degree to which schools will need to target any of the above structures or other infrastructure 
examples will vary. Although some implementation can occur while work on consensus and 
infrastructure issues proceeds, what research suggests cannot occur is expecting educators to implement 
new practices without ongoing professional development.  
 
According to Showers, Joyce, and Bennett (1987), effective professional development practices 
contain four major stages: theory, demonstration, opportunities to practice, and immediate corrective 
feedback. First, the theoretical basis and rationale behind the skills being taught must be provided. The 
purpose of providing this information is for educators to obtain a knowledge base from which to draw 
upon when implementing the new practices, and to achieve consensus that the new practices are 
important to implement. Next, individuals with experience in implementing the new practices model the 
required skills. Finally, educators learning the new skills are provided multiple opportunities to practice 
followed by immediate corrective feedback after each opportunity. The purpose of the final three stages 
is for educators to become proficient with the new skills through observation, repeated practice, and 
feedback on their performance. Showers et al. have shown that professional development models that 
include coaching through the use of these four stages result in the majority of educators successfully 
implementing new practices. Importantly, researchers examining implementation of problem-solving 
procedures have demonstrated that using direct training methods and providing opportunities to practice 
results in increased use of problem-solving practices (Curtis & Metz, 1986; Zins & Ponti, 1996). 
 
 Implementation of PS/RtI practices are much more likely when infrastructure such as 
mechanisms for providing ongoing professional development are established. However, teaching 
educators the skills necessary to implement the model and providing opportunities for implementation to 
occur does not guarantee that PS/RtI practices will be used. Sarason’s (1990) assertion that many 
educational reform initiatives have failed due to lack of implementation suggests the need to assess the 
degree to which critical components of a PS/RtI model are implemented prior to making decisions 
regarding impact on student outcomes.  
 
To determine how much implementation is occurring, educators must first determine how 
implementation integrity (i.e., fidelity) is to be defined and measured (Noell & Gansle, 2006). Educators 
must determine the critical elements of an innovation and at what level of detail to assess those 
elements. According to researchers, focusing on critical elements at an intermediate level appears to 
result in the most optimal combination of reliably assessing implementation integrity and making 
assessment feasible for educators. The critical steps at this level are sensitive enough to pick up on 
variations in implementation and link levels of implementation to outcomes (Noell et al., 2005). In 
addition to defining which elements are critical, practitioners also must determine how to assess the 
critical steps. According to Noell and Gansle (2006), the most practical strategy might include using 
both observations and permanent products.  
 
Observation of implementation is typically the most accurate method to assess degree of 
implementation. Trained observers are present during times that implementation should be occurring 
and can record which critical components of an innovation were present. Although observations can be 
the most accurate, this methodology is often the most time consuming. Permanent product reviews, 
although sometimes less accurate, are more efficient in terms of the amount of time needed to complete 
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them. Individuals trained in permanent product (i.e., documentation) reviews are able to gather 
documentation relevant to implementation on an innovation and review the paperwork for evidence of 
critical components. The accuracy of this method depends on the quality and quantity of the 
documentation available to examiners. Self-report from educators is a third method available to 
individuals assessing implementation integrity. Self-report (e.g., surveys completed by educators 
implementing the innovation) is typically the most efficient way to collect data on implementation; 
however, the data tend to be positively biased (Noell & Gansle, 2006). With this limitation in mind, self-
report data can provide information regarding educators’ perceptions of implementation. Taken together, 
observations, permanent products, and self-report from educators can provide valuable information on 
the degree of implementation integrity and how implementation relates to student outcomes. 
  
Methods and Procedures 
 
Year 1 Goals, Training Focus, and Activities 
 
 Previous research on PS/RtI and systems change informed the Year 1 goals of the Project. Three 
goals were developed that served to guide the development of training, technical assistance, and 
evaluation activities for Year 1. These goals were to: 
 
1) Increase the level of consensus among SBLTs and staff members regarding implementation of 
PS/RtI, 
2) Increase the infrastructure necessary to support implementation of PS/RtI, and 
3) Increase the level of PS/RtI implementation when focusing on Tier I instructional practices. 
 
 These three goals helped shape the development of trainings provided to Project schools. Project 
staff (i.e., Regional Coordinators and the Project Leader) delivered 5 full-day trainings across the school 
year to SBLT members at the 40 pilot schools. Training modules delivered to SBLT members focused 
on the (1) conceptual and legislative/policy reasons to implement PS/RtI, (2) an introduction to the 
three-stage systems change model discussed above, and (3) the knowledge and skills necessary to 
implement PS/RtI practices, particularly at a Tier I level (i.e., application of the 4 steps of the PS/RtI 
process to Tier I issues). More information on the content of the 5-day training modules can be accessed 
at http://floridarti.usf.edu. 
 
 Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches provided ongoing technical assistance throughout the 
year to supplement the training modules delivered. Coaches provided the majority of technical 
assistance to SBLT and staff members at pilot schools. Examples of support provided by coaches 
include additional trainings on PS/RtI content, ongoing support in data meetings, and assistance with 
planning for PS/RtI activities. The particular focus of these sessions varied as a function of the needs of 
each school. Data collected from the schools and the coaches’ perspectives informed needs. From 
December 2007 to May 2008, coaches reported over 900 technical assistance sessions with 
demonstration site personnel across the 40 pilot schools.  
 
 Regional Coordinators also provided some technical assistance to pilot schools; however, 
support at the school level was primarily the responsibility of the coaches. Technical assistance provided 
by Regional Coordinators was more focused at the district level. The Regional Coordinators attempted 
to participate in meetings involving district leadership focusing on the implementation of PS/RtI. The 
purpose of these meetings varied across districts. The needs of districts identified by district leadership 
and the Regional Coordinators helped determine the focus of the meetings. From December 2007 to 
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May 2008, Regional Coordinators reported 36 technical assistance sessions with demonstration site 
personnel. 
 
Evaluation Goals and Questions – Year 1  
 
Consistent with Project goals for Year 1, the overall goals of the Year 1 evaluation focused on 
consensus building, infrastructure development, and implementation integrity of PS/RtI when examining 
Tier I practices. To operationalize these goals for the purpose of this report, the following evaluation 
questions were asked: 
 
• Consensus Development 
 
1. What changes in core educational beliefs occurred across SBLT and staff members in the 
pilot schools? 
2. To what degree did pilot schools engage in activities to build consensus among staff 
throughout the year? 
 
• Infrastructure Development 
 
1. To what degree did pilot schools build the structures necessary to support PS/RtI 
implementation? 
2. To what degree did SBLT and staff members in the pilot schools develop the skills 
necessary to implement PS/RtI practices? 
 
• Implementation 
 
1. To what degree did pilot schools implement PS/RtI practices when targeting Tier I 
instruction? 
 
To address these evaluation questions data were gathered from SBLTs and school-wide staff in 
all 40 PS/RtI pilot schools as well as all PS/RtI Coaches and Regional Coordinators. Only data from the 
pilot schools, and PS/RtI Coaches and Regional Coordinators are included in this report given the focus 
on formative decision-making following Year 1 of the Project. 
 
Instrumentation  
 
To answer the above evaluation questions a variety of instruments and data sources were 
employed. The instruments described below were designed to assess components of consensus building, 
infrastructure development, and degree of PS/RtI implementation. Copies of each instrument described 
below are included in Appendix A. 
 
Beliefs Survey. The Beliefs Survey contains items that assess educator beliefs about the services 
that are provided by schools to students. The measure was developed by Project staff to assess 
educators’ service delivery philosophy and their beliefs regarding assessment practices, core instruction, 
intervention, and special education eligibility determination. To determine educator beliefs in these 
areas, respondents were asked to indicate their extent of agreement with each statement (items) included 
on the instrument using a 5-point Likert-type response scale:  
 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
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2 = Disagree 
3 = Neutral  
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree.  
 
The survey was administered to both SBLT and instructional staff members at the beginning and end of 
Year 1 to examine changes in beliefs. Regional Coordinators administered the survey at SBLT trainings 
in the Fall and Spring (i.e., beginning of the Day 1 training and the Day 5 training). The Beliefs Survey 
also was administered to instructional staff in the Fall and Spring by PS/RtI Coaches. Administration 
during staff and grade-level team meetings, and dissemination via mailboxes were the primary ways that 
PS/RtI Coaches facilitated completion of the survey by instructional staff. The degree to which 
educators agreed across the year with the beliefs assessed by the instrument has been used by the Project 
as one data source to examine an important component of consensus among school staff.  
 
Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey. The Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey contained items that assess 
educator perceptions of the degree to which they possess skills necessary in a PS/RtI model. Project staff 
developed the measure to assess educators’ perceived skills in data-based decision-making, tiered 
service delivery, the problem-solving process, data collection procedures, technology use, and special 
education eligibility determination. Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of their level of 
skill on each of the items using a 5-point response scale:      
 
1 = I do not have this skill at all (NS) 
2 = I have minimal skills in this area; need substantial support to use it (MnS) 
3 = I have this skill, but still need some support to use it (SS) 
4 = I can use this skill with little support (HS) 
5 = I am highly skilled in this area and could teach others this skill (VHS). 
 
The survey was administered to both SBLT and instructional staff members at the beginning and end of 
Year 1 using the same procedures described above for the Beliefs Survey.  
 
 Regional Coordinator and PS/RtI Coach Focus Groups. A focus-group interview protocol was 
developed for use in obtaining feedback on the overall Year 1 implementation of the PS/RtI Project. 
Two separate interviews were conducted for Project staff (i.e., the Project Leader and Regional 
Coordinators) and the PS/RtI Coaches. Participants were asked about their perspective regarding the 
degree to which Year 1 Project goals were attained. These interviews occurred in the Summer of 2008 
following the completion of the 2007-08 school year.  
 
Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation. The Self-Assessment of Problem Solving 
Implementation (SAPSI) is a needs assessment and progress monitoring tool designed to inform 
implementation of a PS/RtI model. More specifically, the SAPSI provides information on the extent to 
which a school is working toward consensus regarding implementing a PS/RtI model, has the 
infrastructure in place to implement the model, and has begun actual implementation of PS/RtI practices. 
The SAPSI contains items that require educators to report the degree to which specific activities in the 
above systems change domains are occurring using the following 4-point response scale:       
 
0 =Not Started (N): The activity occurs less than 25% of the time 
1 = In Progress (I): The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time 
2 = Achieved (A): The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time 
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3 = Maintaining (M): The activity was rated as “Achieved” last time and continues to      occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time. 
 
The SAPSI was completed by SBLT members at the beginning and end of Year 1. One SAPSI was 
completed per pilot school by the SBLTs at each time point. PS/RtI Coaches facilitated a discussion 
among SBLT members regarding responses to each item until consensus on a response was achieved. 
PS/RtI Coaches recorded the agreed upon response and submitted the final protocol to the Project. 
 
Tier I Direct PS/RtI Skill Assessments. Analogue assessments of critical PS/RtI skills were used 
to assess participants’ skill development. Project staff created a series of case studies that target critical 
PS/RtI skills within the domains of Problem Identification, Problem Analysis, Intervention Development 
and Implementation, and Program Evaluation/RtI. The skills assessed on each case study align with the 
content of each primary training session and were administered to SBLT members at the trainings. 
Participant performance on the case studies was scored using a standard rubric that utilizes a Likert-type 
scale for each item. The range of the scales varied according to the difficulty of the task being assessed; 
however, scoring of each item was driven by the degree to which the skill was demonstrated (i.e., items 
were scored on a continuum from not acceptable to exemplary answers). Scoring of the skill assessments 
was completed by Project staff with training on PS/RtI and how to score the instruments.  
 
Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist. The Tier I & II Critical Components Checklist 
contained items that assessed the degree to which critical PS/RtI steps were present when educators 
examined core (i.e., Tier I) and/or supplemental instruction (i.e., Tier II). PS/RtI Coaches examined 
permanent products (i.e., documentation) from meetings targeting Tier I and II instruction and assessed 
the degree to which critical components were present. Common examples of permanent products used to 
complete the checklists included data printouts/graphs, meeting notes, and completed worksheets or 
forms used to record meeting outcomes. Data from the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklists were 
collected three times during Year 1 of the Project. This instrument also was completed three times per 
year for the three previous school years (i.e., baseline data). Documentation was gathered from data 
meetings targeting Tier I and/or II instruction occurring from August through November, December 
through March, and April through July. One checklist was completed for every content area and grade 
level targeted by the pilot schools within each of these windows. PS/RtI Coaches completed the 
checklist by looking through the available documentation for evidence of components of the PS/RtI 
model. Coaches then rated the degree to which each component was present using a standard rubric. The 
standard rubric used by PS/RtI Coaches employed the following scale: 
 
0= Absent  
1= Partially Present  
2= Present.  
 
Permanent products were examined 3 times using this scale to align with expectations for universal 
screenings and Tier I problem solving meetings to occur at least 3 times per year (See Batsche et al., 
2005). 
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Preliminary Year 1 Findings 
 
Data from the instruments and interviews described above were used to answer the Year 1 
evaluation questions. Visual and descriptive analyses were employed by Project staff during the first 
year of the Project to make formative decisions regarding PS/RtI implementation. In addition, 
qualitative data gathered through focus group interviews were analyzed using a constant comparative 
approach to generate general themes from these data. What follows is a report of the preliminary 
analyses of data relative to each question for Year 1 of the Project. To facilitate interpretation of the 
results, the data are organized around the three-stage change model and the Year 1 evaluation questions 
used by Project staff. The information below should be thought of as a formative description of changes 
observed in demonstration sites through the first year of the Project.  
 
Consensus Building 
 
To assess the extent of consensus building that occurred during Year 1 among SBLTs and 
instructional staff in the pilot schools, data from multiple sources were examined. These sources 
included the SBLTs’ responses to specific items on the Beliefs Survey and the SAPSI, and instructional 
staff responses to items on the Beliefs Survey. In addition, data gathered from interviews with the PS/RtI 
Coaches and Regional Coordinators provided critical perspectives to complement the survey data.    
 
What changes in beliefs occurred across SBLT and staff members in the pilot schools? A critical 
component of building consensus relates to beliefs held by key stakeholders and the extent to which 
these beliefs change as a function of training, technical assistance, and support. Project staff thought that 
educators who tend to hold beliefs that align with a PS/RtI model (e.g., ALL students can learn, core 
instruction should result in 80% of students attaining grade-level standards, students with high-incidence 
disabilities can achieve grade-level standards) would be more likely to agree that PS/RtI implementation 
should occur. To examine SBLT member core beliefs, visual and descriptive analyses were conducted 
using fifteen specific items on the Beliefs Survey to facilitate formative decision making during Year 1. 
The 15 items selected were identified as core beliefs pertinent to consensus building during the first year 
of the Project. Figure 2 below provides a graphic display of the overall mean ratings on the 15 core 
belief statements provided by SBLT members across all 40 pilot schools.  
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Figure 2. Average School-Based Leadership Team Beliefs from the Day 1 and Day 5 Trainings.  
 
SBLT members, on average, indicated that they held many of the beliefs identified as important to 
developing consensus regarding PS/RtI implementation on the first day of Year 1 training. Mean ratings 
ranging from 3.26 to 4.60 indicated that SBLT members tended to agree or strongly agree with beliefs 
associated with a PS/RtI model prior to receiving any formal training. Despite these initial high levels of 
agreement with core beliefs, SBLT members reported higher levels of agreement with the majority of 
belief statements following the Day 5 training provided at the end of Year 1. In addition to higher levels 
of agreement with core belief statements, the data suggest that there was less variability among SBLT 
members in the pilot schools in terms of the majority of their beliefs after 1 year of training. Decreases 
in the standard deviations of the ratings for a given belief statement from the beginning to the end of the 
year serves as an indicator of growing consensus among SBLTs on these core belief statements. In other 
words, not only did the average level of agreement increase for the majority of beliefs, but also the 
number of people who shared the same level of agreement regarding how students should be served. See 
Table 1 below for the means and standard deviations for each item on the Beliefs Survey that was 
analyzed by Project staff during Year 1. 
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Table 1 
Means and SDs of School-Based Leadership Teams’ Beliefs Ratings at the Beginning and End of Year 1 
Across Pilot Schools  
Belief Statement BOY EOY 
8. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% 
of the students achieving benchmarks in 
  
a. reading 4.30 
(0.76) 
4.49 
(0.70) 
b. math 4.28 
(0.77) 
4.50 
(0.69) 
9. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure 
that students meet grade-level benchmarks in 
  
a. reading 4.10 
(0.77) 
4.42 
(0.67) 
      b.   math 4.02 
(0.78) 
4.41 
(0.67) 
11. Students with  high-incidence disabilities (e.g. SLD, EBD) 
      who are receiving special education services are capable of 
      achieving grade-level benchmarks (i.e., general education  
      standards) in 
  
a. reading 3.61 
(0.97) 
3.77 
(0.89) 
b. math 3.86 
(0.86) 
3.79 
(0.89) 
 
12. General education classroom teachers should implement  
      more differentiated and flexible instructional practices to  
      address the needs of a more diverse student body 
 
4.51 
(0.73) 
4.53 
(0.65) 
13. General education classroom teachers would be able to  
      implement more differentiated and flexible interventions if  
      they had additional staff support. 
 
4.60 
(0.58) 
4.56 
(0.65) 
14. The use of additional interventions in the general education  
      classroom would result in success for more students  
                                                                                                                 
4.36 
(0.71) 
4.55 
(0.60) 
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in  
      schools would result in fewer referrals to problem-solving  
      teams and placements in special education. 
4.34 
(0.74) 
4.55 
(0.61) 
 
16.The “severity” of a student’s academic problem is  
  determined  not by how far behind the  student is in terms of   
   his/her academic performance but by how quickly the 
   student responds  to intervention 
 
3.85 
(0.89) 
4.16 
(0.78) 
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Table 1 continued 
Means and SDs of School-Based Leadership Teams’ Beliefs Ratings at Beginning 
and End of Year 1 Across Pilot Schools 
17. The “severity” of a student’s behavioral problem is   
      determined not by how inappropriate a student is in terms of 
      his/her behavioral performance but by how quickly the  
      student responds to intervention. 
 
3.75 
(0.92) 
4.10 
(0.82) 
20. Using student-based data to determine intervention  
      effectiveness is more accurate than using only “teacher  
      judgment.” 
 
3.75 
(1.13) 
4.38 
(0.80) 
22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to  
      students who are not reaching benchmarks (i.e., general  
      education standards) before significant time and resources  
      are directed to students who are at or above benchmarks. 
 
3.26 
(1.11) 
3.61 
(1.04) 
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make   
decisions about student performance and needed interventions 
  
3.96 
(0.82) 
4.42 
(0.63) 
Note: Response Scale: 1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree.    
Standard deviations (SDs) are shown in parentheses.                                               
 
Notable exceptions to the trend of increasing agreement among SBLT members with core beliefs 
associated with a PS/RtI model were found in belief statements regarding students with disabilities and 
resource allocation. Although, on average, SBLT members reported that they agreed that students with 
high-incidence disabilities (e.g., SLD, EBD) can achieve grade-level standards in reading (M=3.77) and 
math (M=3.79), the level of agreement remained below an average of 4.0. In addition, there did not 
appear to be an increase in the average level of agreement from the Fall to Spring. An increase in the 
average level of agreement with the need to allocate time and resources first to students not attaining 
grade-level standards before students who are currently at or above standards appeared to increase, 
though the average level of agreement remained below 4.0 (M=3.61).  
 
Data provided by the instructional staff across the 40 pilot sites indicated less initial agreement 
with belief statements and less change in agreement across the year than the SBLT members reported. 
Instructional staff reported that, on average, they tended to agree with the core beliefs provided; 
however, a visual analysis suggested that the level of agreement was lower than for SBLT members. The 
same visual analysis suggested that increases in the average agreement with the core beliefs occurred, 
but the magnitude of the change appeared to be less than for the SBLT members. Despite lower average 
levels of agreement and smaller increases in average agreement, instructional staff tended to agree more 
than they disagreed with the core beliefs identified by Project staff. See Figure 3 below for the mean 
ratings for the instructional staff on the core belief statements in the Fall and Spring of Year 1. 
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Figure 3. Mean Ratings of Core Belief Statements by Instructional Staff in Pilot Schools. 
 
 One potential explanation for the slightly lower levels of and increases in agreement is the 
composition of SBLTs and the exposure to PS/RtI training they receive. PS/RtI Project staff provided 
guidance to schools to select SBLT members based on their roles (e.g., administration, general education 
representation, special education representation, instructional support, student services) and readiness to 
lead the change effort. Therefore, SBLT members may have been selected, in part, because of their 
beliefs regarding how students should be educated. Once SBLT members were selected, they received 5 
full-day PS/RtI trainings throughout the year in which discussions focused on beliefs regarding 
educating students were embedded throughout. Although PS/RtI Coaches reported conducting trainings 
with instructional staff in the pilot schools, less is known regarding the frequency and content of the 
trainings.    
 
Beliefs among school staff are an important indicator of consensus, but do not necessarily equal 
consensus. One theme that emerged from the focus group interviews conducted with the Regional 
Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches was that changes in beliefs did not necessarily lead to changes in 
practices. In other words, despite reports by educators that they themselves believed the statements 
provided on the Beliefs Survey, the beliefs were often not evident in practices occurring in their schools. 
Therefore, other information was examined to determine if indicators of consensus among pilot school 
staff could be observed. 
 
To what degree did pilot schools engage in activities to build consensus among staff throughout 
the year? Five items on the SAPSI were designed to gather data on the extent to which schools 
implementing the PS/RtI model were engaging in consensus building activities. Examination of the 
SAPSI data received from the pilot schools suggested an increase in consensus building activities from 
the beginning to the end of the year. At the beginning of Year 1 (BOY), the majority of consensus 
building activities were reported as either “not started” (i.e., not occurring at all to occurring less than 
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25% of the time) or “in progress” (i.e., occurring approximately 25% to 74% of the time) by the 
SBLTs. Between 55% and 92.5% of the SBLTs reported that they had “not started” or were “in 
progress” depending on the specific consensus item. Conversely, only 7.5-45% of SBLTs reported they 
were engaging in a particular consensus building activity the majority of the time (i.e., indicated 
Achieved or Maintaining).  
 
In contrast, at the end of Year 1 (EOY), there was a markedly positive and substantive shift in 
the frequency of consensus building activities occurring when compared to the beginning of the year. 
For all activities, 35% to 85% of the SBLTs reported being at the “achieved” or “maintaining” levels of 
consensus building depending on the item. Interestingly, consensus building activities that were reported 
as occurring more often involved the establishment and functioning of SBLTs. SBLTs, as a whole, 
reported engaging less in activities that involved other key stakeholders (i.e., Only 35% and 37.5% of 
SBLTs reported consistently having faculty and staff active involvement with PS/RtI, and district level 
leadership providing active commitment and support respectively). Despite lower levels of these types 
of activities being reported at the end of the year, the data nonetheless suggest an increase in the 
involvement of other key stakeholders. See Table 2 below for a breakdown of how SBLTs reported 
engaging in consensus building activities.                          
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Table 2  
Percent of School Based Leadership Teams Reporting Activity Status for Consensus 
Items on the SAPSI – Year 1 
 Percent Reporting 
Activity Time N I A M Mean 
1. District level leadership provides active  
    commitment and support (e.g., meets to  
    review data  and issues at least twice 
    each year)  
 
BOY 
 
EOY 
22.5 
 
15.0 
67.5 
 
50.0   
10.0 
 
17.5 
--- 
 
17.5 
0.88 
 
1.38 
2. The school leadership provides training,   
    support and active involvement (e.g.,  
    principal is actively involved in School- 
    based Leadership Team  meetings    
 
BOY 
 
 
EOY 
 
10.0 
    
 
  2.5 
45.0 
 
 
25.0 
42.5 
 
 
45.0 
---- 
 
 
27.5 
1.33 
 
 
1.98 
3. Faculty/staff support and are actively  
    involved with problem/solving RtI 
 
BOY 
 
EOY 
 
40.0 
 
2.5 
52.5 
 
57.5 
   7.5 
 
22.5 
---- 
 
15.0 
0.68 
 
1.51 
4. A School-based Leadership Team is  
    established and represents the roles of an  
    administrator, facilitator, data mentor,  
    content specialist, parent, and teachers  
    from representative areas 
 
 
BOY 
 
EOY 
 
   
2.5 
 
2.5 
 
52.5 
 
15.0 
 
45.0 
 
45.0 
 
----- 
 
35.0 
 
1.43 
 
2.15 
5. Data are collected (e.g., beliefs survey,  
    satisfaction survey) to assess level of  
    commitment and impact of PS/RtI  
 
BOY 
 
EOY 
 
60.0 
 
---- 
32.5 
 
15.0 
  7.5 
 
72.5 
---- 
 
12.5 
 
0.48 
 
1.98 
Note. n = 40.  
BOY = Beginning of Year; EOY = End of Year; N= Not Started; I= In Progress; A= Achieved; M= 
Maintaining.  
 
In addition to examining the frequency of SBLTs reporting each level of engaging in consensus 
building activities, Project staff also examined the average level of reported consensus building 
occurring. To accomplish this task, each of the four levels of the activity response options was given a 
score as follows: 
 
0 = Not Started   
1 = In Progress  
2 = Achieved  
3 = Maintaining. 
 
The average reported level of consensus building for each of these activities was then computed 
across all pilot schools for the beginning and end of Year 1. The mean scores for each of the five 
consensus activities are also reported in Table 2 and depicted in Figure 3 below. A visual analysis of the 
data suggest that SBLTs, on average, reported higher level of consensus building activities at the end of 
the year when compared to the beginning.          
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Figure 3. Average Reported Level of Consensus Building Activities Occurring in Pilot Schools from the 
Beginning (BOY) to End (EOY) of Year 1.  
        
Project Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches’ perspectives on the status of consensus 
building at the pilot schools were consistent with the data reported above. Focusing on the SBLTs (the 
stakeholders they work with the most), Regional Coordinators indicated that they noticed some 
resistance to the idea of implementing a PS/RtI model at the beginning of Year 1. However, they 
mentioned noticing less resistance and more willingness to apply training concepts and skills learned to 
their buildings as the year progressed. All Regional Coordinators agreed that consensus building would 
need to be revisited to continue and improve upon levels of commitment seen among the SBLT 
members. PS/RtI Coaches, who work more with the instructional staff as well as with SBLT members, 
indicated that they felt a need to focus more on consensus building among key stakeholders moving into 
Year 2. Many coaches agreed that although they saw changes in the beliefs of some SBLT and staff 
members in their buildings, those changes did not always result in a change in practices.  
 
Barriers to building consensus regarding the need to change practices were identified by both the 
Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches. Factors such as organizational bureaucracy (e.g., 
paperwork, approval needed from multiple individuals to initiate changes in practices), policies and 
procedures that conflicted with PS/RtI practices, and difficulty among educators in terms of taking the 
training material and applying it to their specific buildings were reported as barriers to consensus 
building. Several factors that seemed to be related to increases in consensus among pilot school staff 
also were provided. PS/RtI Coaches who applied systemic change and coaching models to practice in 
their pilot schools, district level commitment to implementing PS/RtI, and having healthy staff 
relationships (i.e., climate) were seen as facilitators in buildings where consensus seemed to increase. 
The PS/RtI Coaches noted that more of a focus on key stakeholders’ consensus before staff trainings and 
holding meaningful discussions among school staff were needed in Year 2, indicating the perception 
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among the coaches that meaningful, two-way communication among SBLT members, coaches, and staff 
facilitate consensus.  
 
Capitalizing on opportunities to facilitate consensus building and systematically addressing 
barriers to consensus continue to be foci of Project staff and PS/RtI Coaches in Year 2 of the Project. 
Both the perspectives of these individuals and the data collected from multiple sources described above 
suggest that although improvements in consensus among pilot school staff occurred, more work in this 
domain is needed. Interestingly, some barriers to consensus described in the focus group interviews 
conducted were related to infrastructure to support PS/RtI implementation at the demonstration sites. 
The next section describes how infrastructure such as knowledge and skills of educators changed across 
the year.    
 
Infrastructure  
 
                        To assess the extent to which there were changes in infrastructure to support implementation of 
PS/RtI in the pilot schools during Year 1, data from multiple sources were examined. These sources 
include the SBLTs responses to specific items on the SAPSI; responses by the SBLTs and school-wide 
staff on the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey, and SBLT performance on direct assessments of the 
application of PS/RtI skills. In addition, data gathered from focus group interviews with the PS/RtI 
Coaches and Regional Coordinators provided critical perspectives to complement the survey and skill 
assessment data when addressing the Year 1 questions asked by Project staff. 
 
To what degree did pilot schools build the structures necessary to support PS/RtI 
implementation? Items dealing with infrastructure development on the SAPSI were used to address the 
degree to which pilot schools built structures necessary to support PS/RtI implementation. SAPSI items 
focusing on infrastructure development assess areas such as the development of data collection systems, 
processes for reviewing instruction and intervention practices, and the functioning of teams meeting to 
engage in PS/RtI activities. The data on these items were extracted from the same administrations of the 
SAPSI described above.  
 
Examination of the data received from the pilot schools suggested an increase in infrastructure 
building activities from the beginning to the end of the year. At the beginning of Year 1 (BOY), few 
activities were reported as being at either the achieved (i.e., occurring approximately 75% or more of the 
time) or “maintaining” (i.e., occurring approximately 75% or more of the time and was rated as 
achieved last time) levels by the SBLTs. Between 7.5% and 57.5% of the SBLTs reported that they had 
“achieved” or “maintained” a specific infrastructure component. Less than 50% of the SBLTs reported 
achieving the development of specific infrastructure components for all but 3 items. All 3 activities with 
50% or more SBLTs reporting achievement of an infrastructure component at the beginning of the year 
involved the creation and use of school-wide data systems.  
 
In contrast, at the end of Year 1 (EOY), there was a markedly positive and substantive shift in 
the frequency of occurrence of infrastructure development activities when compared to the beginning of 
the year. For all activities, 12.5% to 90% of the SBLTs reported being at the “achieved” or 
“maintaining” levels of infrastructure building depending on the item. Over 50% of SBLTs reported 
being at one of the two aforementioned levels on 10 of the items assessing infrastructure (compared to 3 
items on the SAPSI administered at the beginning of the year). Interestingly, infrastructure building 
activities that were reported as occurring more often involved the use of school-wide data collection and 
management systems for evaluating progress across tiers in academic content areas, and the 
establishment of regular meetings and activities for SBLTs. SBLTs, as a whole, reported engaging less 
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in activities that involved the use of school-wide data collection and management systems for evaluating 
progress across tiers in behavior, establishing a process for identifying evidence-based practices across 
tiers, SBLTs having regular data days to evaluate Tier I and II instruction, and the involvement of 
parents. Despite lower levels of these types of activities being reported at the end of the year, the data 
nonetheless suggest an increase in the development of infrastructure to support implementation. See 
Table 3 below for a breakdown of how SBLTs reported engaging in infrastructure development 
activities across the year.                      
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Table 3 
School Based Leadership Teams’ Ratings of Infrastructure Development Activities as 
Measured by SAPSI for Year 1 Implementation 
 Percent Reporting 
Infrastructure  Development Activities Time N I A M Mean 
6. School-wide data (e.g., DIBELS, 
CBM, ODRs) are collected 
through an efficient and effective 
systematic process.  
BOY 
EOY 
 2.5 
--- 
35.0 
17.5 
57.5 
35.0 
---- 
47.5 
1.58 
2.30 
7. Statewide and other databases 
(e.g., PMRN, SWIS) are used to 
make data-based decisions. 
BOY 
EOY 
---- 
 2.5 
42.5 
20.0 
55.0 
32.5 
2.5 
40.0 
1.60 
2.18 
8. School-wide data are presented to 
staff after each benchmarking 
session (e.g., staff meetings, team 
meetings, grade-level meetings). 
BOY 
EOY 
10.0 
  2.5 
40.0 
22.5 
50.0 
32.5 
---- 
40.0 
1.40 
2.13 
9. School-wide data are used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of core 
academic programs. 
BOY 
EOY 
17.5 
  2.5 
40.0 
20.0 
40.0 
40.0 
--- 
37.5 
1.23 
2.13 
10. School-wide data are used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of core 
behavior programs 
BOY 
EOY 
50.0 
42.5 
35.0 
45.0 
15.0 
  7.5 
---- 
5.0 
0.65 
0.75 
11. CBM data are used in conjunction 
with other data sources to identify 
students needing targeted group 
interventions and individualized 
interventions.  
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
10.0 
  2.5 
 
40.0 
  7.5 
 
47.5 
55.0 
 
---- 
35.0 
 
1.38 
2.23 
12. Office Disciplinary Referral data 
are used in conjunction with other 
data sources to identify students 
needing targeted group 
interventions and individualized 
interventions. 
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
30.0 
32.5 
 
 
52.5 
50.0 
 
17.5 
10.0 
 
--- 
 7.5 
 
0.88 
0.93 
13. Data are used to evaluate the 
effectiveness (RtI) of Tier 2 
intervention programs. 
BOY 
EOY 
45.0 
12.5 
40.0 
37.5 
15.0 
27.5 
---- 
22.5 
0.70 
1.60 
14. Individual student data are utilized 
to determine response to Tier 3 
interventions. 
BOY 
EOY 
40.0 
  7.5 
37.5 
32.5 
22.5 
37.5 
--- 
22.5 
0.83 
1.75 
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Table 3 continued 
School Based Leadership Teams’ Ratings of Infrastructure Development Activities as 
Measured by SAPSI for Year 1 Implementation 
                                                                                                      Percent Reporting 
Infrastructure  Development Activities          Time        N            I          A        M     Mean 
15. Special Education Eligibility 
determination is made using the RtI 
model for the following ESE 
programs: 
a. EBD   
 
b.  SLD                                          
 
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
 
50.0 
22.5 
 
 
65.0 
27.5 
 
 
35.0 
22.5 
 
25.0  
32.5 
 
 
15.0 
47.5 
 
10.0 
27.5 
 
 
---- 
 7.5 
 
---- 
12.5 
 
 
0.65 
1.40 
 
0.45 
1.25 
16. The school staff has a process to 
select evidence-based practices: 
a. Tier 1 
 
b. Tier 2 
 
c. Tier 3 
 
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
BOY 
EOY 
 
 
27.5 
10.0 
 
35.0 
15.0 
 
45.0 
15.0 
 
 
37.5 
47.5 
 
45.0 
50.0 
 
35.0 
50.0 
 
 
 
32.5 
20.0 
 
20.0 
20.0 
 
20.0 
17.5 
 
 
----- 
20.0 
 
---- 
12.5 
 
----- 
17.5 
 
 
1.05 
1.51 
 
0.85 
1.31 
 
0.75 
1.38 
17. The School-Based Leadership 
Team has a regular meeting 
schedule for problem-solving 
activities. 
BOY 
EOY 
17.5 
7.5 
42.5 
22.5 
40.0 
37.5 
----- 
32.5 
1.23 
1.95 
18. The School-Based Leadership 
Team evaluates target student(s) RtI 
at regular meetings. 
BOY 
EOY 
40.0 
22.5 
35.0 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
----- 
27.5 
0.85 
1.58 
19. The School-Based Leadership 
Team involves  parents. 
BOY 
EOY 
62.5 
50.0 
30.0 
25.0 
  7.5 
20.0 
 ---- 
  5.0 
0.45 
0.80 
20. The School-Based Leadership 
Team has regularly scheduled data 
day meetings to evaluate Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 data. 
BOY 
EOY 
47.5 
12.5 
37.5 
57.5 
15.0 
22.5 
 ---- 
15.0 
0.68 
1.41 
Note. n=40. 
BOY = Beginning of Year; EOY = End of Year; N= Not Started; I= In Progress; A= 
Achieved; M= Maintaining.  
 
In addition to examining the frequency of SBLTs reporting each level of engaging in 
infrastructure building activities, Project staff also examined the average level of reported infrastructure 
building occurring in the same manner that was discussed above for consensus. The mean scores for 
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each of the infrastructure development activities are reported in Table 3 and depicted in Figure 4 below. 
A visual analysis of the data suggest that SBLTs, on average, reported higher level of infrastructure 
building activities at the end of the year when compared to the beginning for the majority of activities.          
 
 
 
Figure 4. Average Reported Level of Infrastructure Building Activities Occurring in Pilot Schools from 
the Beginning (BOY) to End (EOY) of Year 1. 
 
  Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches also were asked about their perceptions of 
infrastructure development in the pilot schools. When asked about how infrastructure development was 
proceeding in pilot schools, Regional Coordinators discussed the importance of developing data 
management systems. Data management systems that efficiently organize and display (i.e., graph) data 
for educators to examine impact of instruction was seen as critical infrastructure component for schools 
attempting implementation of PS/RtI. Regional Coordinators also noted the need for skilled coaches 
who apply systems change principles to help facilitate infrastructure building in schools. Coaches were 
mentioned as stakeholders who could use their PS/RtI knowledge to work with schools to help set up the 
structures needed given existing resources, policies/procedures, and other factors that will impact 
implementation.  
 
PS/RtI Coaches focused on what components of infrastructure needed to be improved to better 
support implementation during their interviews. School policies and procedures that allowed for more 
time for problem–solving was one theme that emerged from the coaches. Finding time to meet to 
examine student data and program for instruction was a challenge for school teams. PS/RtI Coaches 
stated that having more frequent meetings was a goal for the upcoming school year (Year 2). 
Specifically, the coaches hoped to attain more time focusing on Tier 1 to be able to focus more on 
instruction targeting all students’ outcomes. Finally, coaches mentioned that a lack of data collection 
tools for content areas besides reading (e.g., math, behavior) were barriers to implementation in other 
content areas.  
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To what extent did SBLT and staff members in the pilot schools develop the skills necessary to 
implement PS/RtI practices? Project staff used two data sources to determine the extent to which SBLT 
and staff members developed skills necessary to implement PS/RtI practices. One data source was the 
Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey administered to SBLT members and instructional staff. For purposes of 
the Year 1 evaluation, responses to items pertinent to Year 1 goals (Tier 1 related) were analyzed. Mean 
SBLT and staff member ratings of perceived skill level on these items at the beginning and end of the 
year were computed for both academics and behavior.  
 
SBLT members, on average, rated their skill level higher in all areas at the end of Year 1 as 
compared to the beginning of the year (See Figure 5 below for a graph of the mean ratings on selected 
skills relative to Tier 1 academics. Behavior graphs are available from the Project). At the beginning of 
Year 1, SBLT members mean ratings tended to range between 3.0 and 3.7. A response of 3 on the 
survey indicated that the respondent perceived that s/he had a given skill, but still needed some support 
to use it. Whereas a response of 4 indicated that the respondent perceived that s/he possessed a given 
skill and could use it with some limited support. Thus, initially the average SBLT member reported that 
s/he needed minimal to some support to apply a given skill. In contrast, at the end of the first year, 
SBLT members mean ratings tended to range between 3.9 to 4.20 across items. These data seem to 
suggest that, on average, SBLT members perceived themselves as being able to use the skills with less 
support by the end of the year, particularly for academic issues. In general, SBLT members rated their 
skill level in areas associated with student behavior lower than that for academics. Beginning and end of 
year mean responses from SBLTs for academics and behavior are reported in Table 4a below.  
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Figure 5a. Mean Perceptions of Skills Ratings of School Based Leadership Team Members for 
Academics. 
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Table 4 a 
Mean School Based Leadership Team Ratings on the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey at the Beginning 
(BOY) and End (EOY) of Year 
Skill                                                                                                                 BOY EOY 
2. Access the data necessary to determine the percent of students in core instruction who   
are achieving benchmarks (district grade-level standards) in:  
 
a. Academics 3.56 4.01 
b. Behavior 2.89 3.33 
3. Use data to make decisions about individuals and groups of students for the:   
a. Core academic curriculum 3.73 3.99 
b. Core/Building discipline plan 3.28 3.52 
4. Perform each of the following steps when identifying the problem for a student for    
whom concerns have been raised:  
 
a.    Define the referral concern in terms of a replacement behavior (i.e. what the                    
student should be able to do) instead of a referral problem for:  
 
• Academics 3.70 3.94 
• Behavior 3.58 3.68 
b.    Use data to define the current level of performance of the target student for:   
• Academics 3.90 4.20 
• Behavior 3.46 3.72 
c. Determine the desired level of performance (i.e., benchmark) for:   
• Academics 3.89 4.18 
• Behavior 3.55 3.72 
d. Determine the current level of peer performance for the same skill as the target 
student for:  
 
• Academics 3.76 4.13 
• Behavior 3.43 3.65 
e. Calculate the gap between student current performance and the benchmark (district 
grade level standard) for:  
 
• Academics 3.45 3.94 
• Behavior 3.07 3.47 
f. Use gap data to determine whether core instruction should be adjusted or whether 
supplemental instruction should be directed to the target student for:  
 
• Academics 3.27 3.98 
• Behavior 3.00 3.66 
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Table 4a cont. 
Mean School Based Leadership Team Ratings on the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey at the Beginning 
(BOY) and End (EOY) of Year 
Skill                                                                                                                 BOY EOY 
5. Develop potential reasons (hypotheses) that a student or group of students is/are not 
achieving desired levels of performance (i.e., benchmarks) for:  
 
a. Academics 3.57 3.88 
b. Behavior 3.43 3.66 
6. Identify the most appropriate type(s) of data to use for determining reasons 
(hypotheses) that are likely to be contributing to the problem for:  
 
a. Academics 3.38 3.84 
b. Behavior 3.13 3.53 
8. Access resources (e.g., internet sources, professional literature) to develop evidence-
based interventions for:  
 
a. Academic core curricula 3.64 3.93 
b. Behavioral core curricula 3.26 3.53 
10. Ensure that the proposed intervention plan is supported by the data that were collected 
for :  
 
a. Academics 3.54 3.93 
b. Behavior 3.22 3.59 
11. Provide the support necessary to ensure that the intervention is implemented 
appropriately for:  
 
a. Academics 3.55 3.90 
b. Behavior 3.30 3.58 
12. Determine if an intervention was implemented as it was intended for:   
a. Academics 3.57 3.95 
b. Behavior 3.38 3.71 
13. Select appropriate data (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, FCAT, 
behavioral observations) to use for progress monitoring of student performance 
during interventions: 
 
 
a. Academics 3.74 3.96 
b. Behavior 3.26 3.47 
15. Interpret graphed progress monitoring data to make decisions about the degree to 
which a student is responding to intervention (e.g., positive, questionable, or poor 
response) 
3.55 
 
4.01 
16. Make modifications to intervention plans based on student response to intervention 3.64 4.00 
19. Disaggregate data by race, gender, free/reduced lunch, language proficiency, and 
disability status 
 
3.22 
 
3.66 
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Similar patterns of academic and behavioral PS/RtI related skill levels were reported by the 
instructional school staff. Beginning of the year and end of the year levels of self-reported skills were 
lower for school staff than for SBLT members; however, increases across all items examined were 
observed (See figure 5b below for a graph of the mean instructional staff ratings on selected skills 
relative to Tier 1 academics. Behavior graphs are available from the Project). Mean ratings at the 
beginning of the year ranged from 2.94 to 3.67 with the majority of estimates closer to 3.0 indicating 
that staff, on average, perceived that they could use PS/RtI related skills with some support. Mean 
ratings at the end of the year ranged from 3.14 to 3.81 indicating that staff, on average, perceived that 
they could use PS/RtI related skills with little to some support. Similar to SBLT members, school staff 
perceived that they possessed lesser skills with behavioral than academic concerns. See Table 4b below 
for the average instructional staff member ratings for the selected skills examined by Project staff. 
 
 
 
Figure 5b. Instructional School Staff Perceptions of RtI Skills for Academic Issues: Beginning (BOY) to 
End (EOY) of Year 1. 
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Table 4b 
Mean School Staff Ratings on the Perceptions of Skills at the Beginning and End of Implementation Year 1 
Skill BOY EOY 
2. Access the data necessary to determine the percent of students in core instruction 
who are achieving benchmarks (district grade-level standards) in:  
 
a. Academics 3.39 3.52 
b. Behavior 2.94 3.14 
3. Use data to make decisions about individuals and groups of students for the:   
a. Core academic curriculum 3.53 3.70 
b. Core/Building discipline plan 3.15 3.39 
4. Perform each of the following steps when identifying the problem for a student for 
whom concerns have been raised  
 
a. Define the referral concern in terms of a replacement behavior (i.e. what 
the student should be able to do) instead of a referral problem for:  
 
• Academics 3.38 3.56 
• Behavior 3.25 3.48 
b. Use data to define the current level of performance of the target student 
for:  
 
• Academics 3.65 3.75 
• Behavior 3.29 3.51 
c. Determine the desired level of performance (i.e., benchmark) for:   
• Academics 3.67 3.81 
• Behavior 3.40 3.61 
d. Determine the current level of peer performance for the same skill as the 
target student for:  
 
• Academics 3.51 3.68 
• Behavior 3.28 3.51 
e. Calculate the gap between student current performance and the benchmark 
(district grade level standard) for:  
 
• Academics 3.15 3.36 
• Behavior 2.94 3.17 
f. Use gap data to determine whether core instruction should be adjusted or 
whether supplemental instruction should be directed to the target student 
for: 
 
 
• Academics 3.13 3.33 
• Behavior 2.95 3.16 
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Table 4b 
Mean School Staff Ratings on the Perceptions of Skills at the Beginning and End of Implementation Year 1 
Skill BOY EOY 
5. Develop potential reasons (hypotheses) that a student or group of students is/are not 
achieving desired levels of performance (i.e., benchmarks) for:  
 
a. Academics 3.35 3.57 
b. Behavior 3.21 3.45 
6. Identify the most appropriate type(s) of data to use for determining reasons 
(hypotheses) that are likely to be contributing to the problem for:  
 
a. Academics 3.16 3.38 
b. Behavior 3.00 3.22 
8. Access resources (e.g., internet sources, professional literature) to develop 
evidence-based interventions for:  
 
a. Academic core curricula 3.36 3.54 
b. Behavioral core curricula 3.06 3.26 
10. Ensure that the proposed intervention plan is supported by the data that were 
collected for :  
 
a. Academics 3.27 3.50 
b. Behavior 3.07 3.33 
11. Provide the support necessary to ensure that the intervention is implemented 
appropriately for:  
 
a. Academics 3.36 3.56 
b. Behavior 3.16 3.41 
12. Determine if an intervention was implemented as it was intended for:   
a. Academics 3.34 3.57 
b. Behavior 3.17 3.42 
13. Select appropriate data (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, FCAT, 
behavioral observations) to use for progress monitoring of student performance 
during interventions: 
 
 
a. Academics 3.54 3.71 
b. Behavior 3.17 3.40 
15. Interpret graphed progress monitoring data to make decisions about the degree to 
which a student is responding to intervention (e.g., positive, questionable, or poor 
response) 
3.19 
 
3.40 
16. Make modifications to intervention plans based on student response to intervention 3.32 3.50 
 
19. Disaggregate data by race, gender, free/reduced lunch, language proficiency, and 
disability status 
 
3.02 
 
3.15 
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In addition to examining perceptions of skills, Project staff developed direct skill assessments to 
examine the degree to which pilot school SBLT and staff members were demonstrating the skills 
necessary to implement a PS/RtI model. Skill assessments administered during Year 1 focused primarily 
on the degree to which SBLT members mastered the knowledge and skills necessary to apply PS/RtI 
principles when examining Tier I instruction. Specifically, the skill assessments targeted critical PS/RtI 
skills in the four core areas of problem-solving/RtI: (a) Problem Identification, (b) Problem Analysis, (c) 
Intervention Development and Implementation, and (d) Program Evaluation/RtI. Assessments targeting 
these domains were administered during the Day 2, 3, 4, and 5 trainings. These measures assessed 
application of knowledge and skills covered by Regional Coordinators during the SBLT trainings. Some 
skill assessments were individually-administered (i.e., each SBLT member completed a protocol and 
turned it in to Project staff) while others were group-administered (i.e., participants worked 
collaboratively with their other SBLT members and turned one protocol in per team). 
 
Attainment of 80% or more of the possible points available for a given skill assessment was 
considered evidence of skill mastery whether individually- or group-administered. The percentage of 
possible points earned by SBLT members on the direct skill assessments across all pilot schools is 
shown below in Figure 6a for each of the four PS/RtI steps. The data suggest that a majority of SBLT 
members demonstrated mastery of the skills in the areas of Problem Identification (85% of possible 
points earned), Problem Analysis (93% of possible points earned) and Program Evaluation/RtI (88% of 
possible points earned). Performance was more varied in the domain of Intervention Development and 
Implementation; however, as SBLT members earned 76% of the total possible points available. These 
data suggest that some SBLT members may have not mastered the skills necessary to design a 
comprehensive instruction/intervention plan indicating a potential need to address these skills in 
subsequent trainings.  
 
 
 
Figure 6a. Percentage of Possible Points Earned on Assessments of School Based Leadership Team 
Members Knowledge and Skills for Each Step of the Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Model. 
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The data referenced above suggest that the majority of SBLT members were able to demonstrate 
mastery of PS/RtI knowledge and skills; however, skill assessments were typically administered on the 
same day on which a skill was introduced and practiced. At the end of the Day 5 training the skill 
assessment administered to SBLT members also included two items that required participants to 
generalize previously acquired skills learned to a novel situation. One of the items asked participants to 
identify skills on which the majority of students did not demonstrate benchmark levels. The second item 
asked participants to engage in Problem Identification by providing the steps taught to SBLT members 
in previous trainings. Unlike previous assessments of Problem Identification, no scaffolding was 
provided (e.g., worksheets asking for the specific steps). As is shown in Figure 6b below, SBLT 
members earned 80% of the possible points on the first item, suggesting most SBLT members could 
identify skills on which the majority of students did not attain benchmark levels. When systematically 
engaging in the steps of Problem Identification, however, SBLT members earned only 35% of the 
possible points. These data suggested that most participants were not yet skilled in transferring these 
skills from a familiar context to a novel situation without scaffolding. This information was used by 
Project staff to reinforce Problem Identification steps at the beginning of Year 2 during SBLT trainings. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6b. Percentage of Possible Points Earned by School Based Leadership Team Members on Two 
Items Assessing Previously Taught Knowledge and Skills. 
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Thus, data collected from the Direct Skill Assessments administered immediately after training 
suggest that SBLT members are gaining the skills necessary to implement a PS/RtI model. However, 
data from the skill assessment that asked SBLT members to apply previously taught skills with little 
scaffolding suggest the need for ongoing training and technical assistance on PS/RtI skills. Consistent 
with this conclusion are data attained from the Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey. Despite increases in 
their perceived PS/RtI related skills, SBLT members, on average, still reported needing some level of 
support to continue to use PS/RtI skills. Staff members indicated increases in PS/RtI related skills as 
well, but as would be predicted given less exposure to systematic training, reported needing more 
support to use PS/RtI skills.  
 
Implementation 
 
 The Project’s primary focus for PS/RtI implementation during Year 1 was Tier I instruction. 
Two data sources served as indicators of implementation integrity during Year 1, items from the SAPSI 
that assessed implementation activities and the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist. The items 
used in implementation analyses from the SAPSI were taken from the same administration of the 
instrument described above. The Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist, an instrument that requires 
coaches to review permanent products (i.e., documentation) for evidence of PS/RtI implementation, was 
completed 3 times during the first year of the Project as well as 3 times during the 3 previous school 
years (i.e., permanent products from previous years were collected and examined). Themes derived from 
the interviews with Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches also were included in decision-making 
regarding PS/RtI implementation.  
 
To what degree did pilot schools implement PS/RtI practices when targeting Tier I instruction? 
SBLT responses on the SAPSI items assessing implementation activities at the beginning of the year 
indicated that the majority of schools had not “achieved” implementation of a PS/RtI model. On all but 
one item (i.e., “Tier 1 Academic Core Instruction Clearly Identified”), less than 50% of SBLTs reported 
“achieving” components of the PS/RtI model. Two percent to fifty five percent of SBLTs reported 
“achieving” implementation of different components of the PS/RtI model with less than 25% of SBLTs 
reporting “achieving” for the majority of items. 
 
 SBLT responses at the end of the year suggested increases in implementation of components of 
the PS/RtI model across Year 1. Fifty percent or more of SBLTs reported “achieving” or “maintaining” 
implementation of a component of the PS/RtI model on six items (as compared to one component at the 
beginning of the year). The percentage of SBLTs that reported “achieving” or “maintaining” 
implementation of different components of a PS/RtI model ranged from 12.5% to 87.5%. However, less 
than 50% of SBLTs reported “achieving” or “maintaining” implementation for the majority of items.  
Thus, although SBLT reported increases in implementation occurred, the data suggest that many pilot 
schools remained in progress in terms of implementing a PS/RtI model. See Table 5 below for the 
percentage of schools that reported being at each stage of implementation at the beginning and end of 
Year 1. 
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Table 5 
School Based Leadership Teams’ SAPSI Ratings of Implementation Activities – Year 1 
 Percent Reporting 
Implementation Activities Time  N I A                                                                     M Mean                                      
21. The school has established a three-tiered 
system of service delivery: 
 
a. Tier 1 Academic Core Instruction clearly 
identified. 
BOY 
EOY 
17.5 
 2.5 
27.5 
10.0 
55.0 
57.5 
---- 
30.0 
1.38 
2.15 
b. Tier 1 Behavioral Core Instruction clearly 
identified. 
BOY 
EOY 
50.0 
 35.0 
27.5 
27.5 
22.5 
25.0 
---- 
12.5 
0.73 
1.15 
c. Tier 2 Academic Supplemental 
Instruction/Programs clearly identified. 
BOY 
EOY 
27.5 
  2.5 
37.5 
42.5 
32.5 
30.0 
---- 
25.0 
1.05 
1.78 
d. Tier 2 Behavioral Supplemental 
Instruction/Programs clearly identified. 
BOY 
EOY 
60.0 
35.0 
30.0 
52.5 
10.0 
7.5 
--- 
5.0 
0.50 
0.83 
e. Tier 3 Academic Intensive 
Strategies/Programs are evidence-based. 
BOY 
EOY 
37.5 
12.5 
37.5 
37.5 
25.0 
35.0 
---- 
15.0 
0.88 
1.53 
f. Tier 3 Behavioral Intensive 
Strategies/Programs are evidence-based. 
BOY 
EOY 
62.5 
35.0 
35.0 
52.5 
2.5 
12.5 
---- 
---- 
0.40 
0.78 
22. Teams (e.g., School-Based Leadership Team, 
Problem-Solving Team, Intervention Assistance 
Team) implement effective problem solving 
procedures including: 
 
a. Problem is defined as a data-based 
discrepancy (GAP Analysis) between what is 
expected and what is occurring (includes peer 
and benchmark data). 
BOY 
EOY 
50.0 
12.5 
35.0 
40.0 
15.0 
37.5 
---- 
10.0 
0.65 
1.45 
b. Replacement behaviors (e.g., reading 
performance targets, homework completion 
targets) are clearly defined. 
BOY 
EOY 
40.0 
15.0 
47.5 
40.0 
12.5 
30.0 
--- 
15.0 
0.73 
1.45 
c. Problem analysis is conducted using 
available data and evidence-based 
hypotheses. 
BOY 
EOY 
52.5 
5.0 
32.5 
50.0 
12.5 
30.0 
---- 
12.5 
0.59 
1.51 
d. Intervention plans include evidence-based 
(e.g., research-based, data-based) strategies. 
 
BOY 
EOY 
40.0 
7.5 
40.0 
27.5 
20.0 
50.0 
---- 
15.0 
0.80 
1.73 
e. Intervention support personnel are identified 
and scheduled for all interventions. 
BOY 
EOY 
37.5 
7.5 
40.0 
37.5 
22.5 
40.0 
----- 
15.0 
0.85 
1.63 
f. Intervention integrity is documented. BOY 
EOY 
57.5 
40.0 
27.5 
47.5 
15.0 
2.5 
----- 
10.0 
0.58 
0.83 
g. Response to intervention is evaluated through 
systematic data collection. 
BOY 
EOY 
45.0 
5.0 
40.0 
45.0 
15.0 
30.0 
 ---- 
17.5 
0.70 
1.62 
h. Changes are made to intervention based on 
student response. 
BOY 
EOY 
47.5 
7.5 
32.5 
50.0 
20.0 
22.5 
 ---- 
17.5 
0.73 
1.51 
i. Parents are routinely involved in 
implementation of interventions. 
BOY 
EOY 
45.0 
32.5 
42.5 
40.0 
12.5 
17.5 
 ---- 
7.5 
0.68 
1.00 
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Table 5 continued 
School Based Leadership Teams’ SAPSI Ratings of Implementation Activities – Year 1 
 Percent Reporting 
Implementation Activities Time  N I A                                                                     M Mean                                      
23. A strategic plan (implementation plan) exists and 
is used by the School-Based Leadership Team to 
guide implementation of PS/RtI. 
BOY 
EOY 
65.0 
25.0 
12.5 
47.5 
20.0 
12.5 
 ---- 
15.0 
0.54 
1.18 
24. The School-Based Leadership Team meets at 
least twice each year to review data and 
implementation issues. 
BOY 
EOY 
57.5 
12.5 
25.0 
17.5 
15.0 
52.5 
 ---- 
17.5 
0.56 
1.75 
25. The School-Based Leadership Team meets at 
least twice each year with the District Leadership 
Team to review data and implementation issues. 
BOY 
EOY 
62.5 
55.0 
22.5 
22.5 
12.5 
7.5 
 ---- 
15.0 
0.49 
0.83 
26. Changes are made to the implementation plan as a 
result of school and district leadership team data-
based decisions. 
BOY 
EOY 
67.5 
50.0 
17.5 
27.5 
12.5 
7.5 
 ---- 
15.0 
0.44 
0.88 
27. Feedback on the outcomes of the PS/RtI Project is 
provided to school-based faculty and staff at least 
yearly. 
BOY 
EOY 
75.0 
32.5 
15.0 
32.5 
7.5 
22.5 
 ---- 
12.5 
0.31 
1.15 
Note. BOY=Beginning of Year; EOY=End of Year; N=Not Started; I=In Progress; A=Achieved; 
M=Maintaining. 
 Consistent with the perceived skills of SBLT and staff members, pilot schools appeared to be 
further along with academics than behavior. Greater than 50% of SBLTs reported that clearly identified 
Tier I, II, and III academic instructional systems existed in their schools. Conversely, 12.5% to 37.5% of 
SBLTs reported that clearly identified Tier I, II, and III behavior instructional systems existed. 
Interestingly, meetings to review data and implementation issues were rated as “achieved” or 
“maintained” by the majority of SBLTs (70%); however, the use of the problem-solving process to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the identified tiered instructional systems was rated as “Not Started” or “In 
Progress” by the majority of SBLTs (Over 50% of SBLTs indicated that they had not achieved 
implementation for the majority of problem solving procedures). These data suggest that the majority of 
pilot schools focused on identifying tiered academic instructional systems and finding time to meet and 
review implementation issues during Year 1. Conversely, fewer schools achieved implementation of 
problem-solving procedures to evaluate and program for service delivery during the first year of the 
Project. 
 
In addition to examining the frequency of SBLTs reporting implementation levels across 
components of the PS/RtI model, Project staff also examined the average level of implementation 
activities occurring from the beginning to the end of the year. To facilitate visual analysis of the data, 
mean scores were calculated across pilot schools using the same procedures discussed above in the 
Consensus and Infrastructure sections. The visual analysis of the data conducted suggest that SBLTs, on 
average, reported higher level of implementation activities at the end of the year when compared to the 
beginning (see Figure 7 below). The mean scores for each of the implementation activities for the 
beginning and end of the year are reported in Table 5 above.     
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Figure 7. Mean School Based Leadership Team SAPSI Ratings for Implementation Activities: Beginning 
(BOY) to End (EOY) of Year 1. 
 
Documentation (i.e., permanent products) from data meetings focusing on Tier I and II 
instruction was largely consistent with implementation levels reported by SBLT members on the SAPSI. 
To examine documentation from data meetings for evidence of PS/RtI implementation, the Tiers I & II 
Critical Components Checklist was completed by PS/RtI Coaches. Common examples of documentation 
used to complete the checklists during Year 1 included data printouts/graphs, meeting notes, and 
completed worksheets or forms used to record meeting outcomes. See Figures 8a-8d below to examine 
data from each of the three baseline years and Year 1 of the Project. 
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Figure 8a. 2004-05 School Year Average Pilot School Level of PS/RtI Implementation as Measured by 
the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist: Fall to Spring. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8b. 2005-06 School Year Average Pilot School Level of PS/RtI Implementation as Measured by 
the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist: Fall to Spring. 
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Figure 8c. 2006-07 School Year Average Pilot School Level of PS/RtI Implementation as Measured by 
the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist: Fall to Spring. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8d. 2007-08 School Year Average Pilot School Level of PS/RtI Implementation as Measured by 
the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist: Fall to Spring. 
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Visual analyses of data from the pilot schools suggested increases in implementation of a PS/RtI 
model across years. Examination of the graphs above for the 3 baseline years (i.e., Figures 8a-8c) 
suggested a trend of increasing implementation of PS/RtI components. Average levels of 
implementation across the three baseline years ranged between 0 (i.e., Absent) and 1 (i.e., Partially 
Present) with slight increases in PS/RtI implementation evident, particularly in the Problem 
Identification steps and the collecting/scheduling of progress monitoring data (average values were 
approaching 1 during the 2006-07 school year). Average levels of implementation during Year 1 in the 
pilot schools appeared to increase at a higher rate for some of the PS/RtI steps. On average, the Problem 
Identification step and the collecting/scheduling of progress monitoring data approximated or exceeded 
a value of 1 (i.e., Partially Present) across the year. Problem Analysis, Intervention Development and 
Implementation, and evaluating student RtI, on average, remained between 0 (i.e., Absent) and 1 (i.e., 
Partially Present). Despite lower levels in these problem-solving domains, average implementation 
appeared to be higher than in baseline years.  
 
Data from the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist, however, should be interpreted with 
caution. Increasing trends in PS/RtI implementation prior to Year 1 of the Project suggested that pilot 
schools were engaging in some PS/RtI practices before receiving training and technical assistance from 
the Project. Although higher levels of PS/RtI implementation were apparent following Year 1, further 
analysis is needed to determine whether increases noted were significant. It should also be noted that 
permanent product review protocols such as the Tiers I & II Critical Components Checklist must be 
interpreted in the context of the quality of the documentation collected. Documentation from previous 
school years may have been more difficult for PS/RtI Coaches to locate due to factors such as time, and 
changes in administration or other key personnel. Although these cautions should be considered, the data 
collected from the checklists during Year 1 are consistent with SBLT reports from the SAPSI suggesting 
increases in implementation of PS/RtI procedures throughout the year. 
 
Themes derived from interviews with the Regional Coordinators and PS/RtI Coaches were 
mostly consistent with implementation data from the SAPSI and Tiers I & II Critical Components 
Checklist. The Regional Coordinators stated that some pilot schools seemed to increasingly understand 
the importance of focusing on Tier I first when implementing PS/RtI practices as the year progressed, 
but that many schools were still primarily focusing on individual students. PS/RtI Coaches focused on a 
need to build capacity (i.e., increase the number of individuals facilitating PS/RtI implementation) at 
their pilot schools to facilitate more frequent implementation. The development of infrastructure such as 
improved data management systems and continued assistance from PS/RtI Coaches were mentioned by 
Regional Coordinators as factors that could facilitate increased implementation. 
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Summary of Findings and Future Evaluation Directions 
 
Preliminary visual and descriptive analyses of data collected during Year 1 of the PS/RtI Project 
suggested attainment of Year 1 goals. Self-report data from SBLT members and instructional staff from 
pilot schools (e.g., needs assessments, surveys), direct assessments of SBLT member PS/RtI knowledge 
and skills, and permanent product reviews conducted by PS/RtI Coaches (e.g., Tiers I & II Critical 
Components Checklist) suggested increases in consensus, infrastructure development, and Tier I focused 
implementation of PS/RtI. Although increases were noted, information from all stakeholders involved in 
the evaluation suggested that Project staffs’ focus on a systems change approach to implementing PS/RtI 
should continue. Self-report from SBLT members indicated that the majority of pilot schools continued 
to have some consensus, infrastructure building, and implementation activities that were not started or in 
progress. Instruments examining pilot school SBLT and staff members’ PS/RtI skills suggested that 
participants continue to require support to apply the skills acquired during Year 1. Finally, reviews of 
documentation from data meetings examining Tier I and II instruction indicated increases in levels of 
implementation, but less than optimal levels for many steps of the process.  
 
Given the goals of Year 1 of the PS/RtI Project and the preliminary nature of the data collected, 
visual and descriptive analyses focusing on systems change were utilized to examine Project activities. 
Future analyses and reports will need to examine whether preliminary increases in consensus, 
infrastructure, and implementation continued as well as whether any increases observed are significant. 
In addition, future analyses will examine the degree to which any significant increases in 
implementation of a PS/RtI model result in improvements in student academic and behavioral outcomes. 
Evaluation activities following Year 2 of the Project will begin to examine these issues. 
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Beliefs Survey 
 
     
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
 
Directions: For items 2-5 below, please shade in the circle next to the response option that best 
represents your answer. 
 
2. Job Description: 
 PS/RtI Coach  Teacher-General Education  Teacher-Special Education 
 School Counselor  School Psychologist  School Social Worker 
 Principal  Assistant Principal  
Other (Please specify):  
 
3. Years of Experience in Education: 
 Less than 1 year  1 – 4 years  5-9 years 
 10 – 14 years  15-19 years  20-24 years 
 25 or more years  Not applicable  
 
4. Number of Years in your Current Position: 
 Less than 1 year  1 – 4 years  5-9 years 
 10 – 14 years  15-19 years  20 or more years 
 
5. Highest Degree Earned: 
 B.A./B.S.  M.A./M.S.  Ed.S.  Ph.D./Ed.D. 
Other (Please 
specify): 
 
1.   Your PS/RtI Project ID: 
Your PS/RtI Project ID was designed to assure 
confidentiality while also providing a method to match 
an individual’s responses across instruments. In the 
space provided (first row), please write in the last four 
digits of your Social Security Number and the last two 
digits of the year you were born. Then, shade in the 
corresponding circles. 
Appendix A – Copies of Evaluation Instruments 
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Directions: Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with 
each of the following statements by shading in the circle that best represents your response. 
 
 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 
 = Disagree (D) 
 = Neutral (N) 
  = Agree (A) 
 = Strongly Agree (SA) 
 
 SD D N A SA
6. I believe in the philosophy of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) even if I 
disagree with some of the requirements.      
7. Core instruction should be effective enough to result in 80% of the 
students achieving benchmarks in 
     
7.a.  reading      
7.b.  math      
8. The primary function of supplemental instruction is to ensure that 
students meet grade-level benchmarks in 
     
8.a.  reading      
8.b.  math      
9. The majority of students with learning disabilities achieve grade-level 
benchmarks in 
     
9.a.  reading      
9.b.  math      
10. The majority of students with behavioral problems (EH/SED or EBD) 
achieve grade-level benchmarks in 
     
10.a.  reading      
10.b.  math      
11. Students with high-incidence disabilities (e.g. SLD, EBD) who are 
receiving special education services are capable of achieving grade-level 
benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) in 
     
11.a.  reading      
11.b.  math      
12. General education classroom teachers should implement more 
differentiated and flexible instructional practices to address the needs of 
a more diverse student body. 
     
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 SD D N A SA
13. General education classroom teachers would be able to implement more 
differentiated and flexible interventions if they had additional staff 
support. 
     
14. The use of additional interventions in the general education classroom 
would result in success for more students.      
15. Prevention activities and early intervention strategies in schools would 
result in fewer referrals to problem-solving teams and placements in 
special education. 
     
16. The “severity” of a student’s academic problem is determined not by 
how far behind the student is in terms of his/her academic performance 
but by how quickly the student responds to intervention. 
     
17. The “severity” of a student’s behavioral problem is determined not by 
how inappropriate a student is in terms of his/her behavioral 
performance but by how quickly the student responds to intervention. 
    
18. The results of IQ and achievement testing can be used to identify 
effective interventions for students with learning and behavior problems.      
19. Many students currently identified as “LD” do not have a disability, 
rather they came to school “not ready” to learn or fell too far behind 
academically for the available interventions to close the gap sufficiently. 
     
20. Using student-based data to determine intervention effectiveness is more 
accurate than using only “teacher judgment.”      
21. Evaluating a student’s response to interventions is a more effective way 
of determining what a student is capable of achieving than using scores 
from “tests” (e.g., IQ/Achievement test). 
     
22. Additional time and resources should be allocated first to students who 
are not reaching benchmarks (i.e., general education standards) before 
significant time and resources are directed to students who are at or 
above benchmarks. 
     
23. Graphing student data makes it easier for one to make decisions about 
student performance and needed interventions.      
24. A student’s parents (guardian) should be involved in the problem-
solving process as soon as a teacher has a concern about the student.      
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 SD D N A SA
25. Students respond better to interventions when their parent (guardian) is 
involved in the development and implementation of those interventions.      
26. All students can achieve grade-level benchmarks if they have sufficient 
support.      
27. The goal of assessment is to generate and measure effectiveness of 
instruction/intervention.     
 
THANK YOU! 
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Perceptions of RtI Skills Survey 
 
     
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
 
 
Directions: Please read each statement about a skill related to assessment, instruction, and/or intervention below, 
and then evaluate YOUR skill level within the context of working at a school/building level. Where indicated, rate 
your skill separately for academics (i.e., reading and math) and behavior. Please use the following response scale: 
 = I do not have this skill at all (NS) 
 = I have minimal skills in this area; need substantial support to use it (MnS) 
 = I have this skill, but still need some support to use it (SS) 
 = I can use this skill with little support (HS) 
 = I am highly skilled in this area and could teach others this skill (VHS) 
 
The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
2. Access the data necessary to determine the percent of students in core 
instruction who are achieving benchmarks (district grade-level standards) in:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
3. Use data to make decisions about individuals and groups of students for the:      
a. Core academic curriculum      
b. Core/Building discipline plan      
1.   Your PS/RtI Project ID: 
Your PS/RtI Project ID was designed to assure 
confidentiality while also providing a method to match an 
individual’s responses across instruments. In the space 
provided (first row), please write in the last four digits of 
your Social Security Number and the last two digits of the 
year you were born. Then, shade in the corresponding 
circles. 
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The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
4. Perform each of the following steps when identifying the problem for a student 
for whom concerns have been raised:      
a. Define the referral concern in terms of a replacement behavior (i.e., what 
the student should be able to do) instead of a referral problem for:      
• Academics      
• Behavior      
b. Use data to define the current level of performance of the target student for:      
• Academics      
• Behavior      
c. Determine the desired level of performance (i.e., benchmark) for:      
• Academics      
• Behavior      
d. Determine the current level of peer performance for the same skill as the 
target student for:      
• Academics      
• Behavior      
e. Calculate the gap between student current performance and the benchmark 
(district grade level standard) for:      
• Academics      
• Behavior      
f. Use gap data to determine whether core instruction should be adjusted or 
whether supplemental instruction should be directed to the target student 
for: 
     
• Academics      
• Behavior      
5. Develop potential reasons (hypotheses) that a student or group of students is/are 
not achieving desired levels of performance (i.e., benchmarks) for:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior       
6. Identify the most appropriate type(s) of data to use for determining reasons 
(hypotheses) that are likely to be contributing to the problem for:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
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The skill to: NS MnS SS HS 
V
HS 
7. Identify the appropriate supplemental intervention available in my building for 
a student identified as at-risk for:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
8. Access resources (e.g., internet sources, professional literature) to develop 
evidence-based interventions for:      
a. Academic core curricula      
b. Behavioral core curricula      
c. Academic supplemental curricula      
d. Behavioral supplemental curricula      
e. Academic individualized intervention plans      
f. Behavioral individualized intervention plans      
9. Ensure that any supplemental and/or intensive interventions are integrated with 
core instruction in the general education classroom:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
10. Ensure that the proposed intervention plan is supported by the data that were 
collected for:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
11. Provide the support necessary to ensure that the intervention is implemented 
appropriately for:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
12. Determine if an intervention was implemented as it was intended for:      
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
13. Select appropriate data (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measurement, DIBELS, FCAT, 
behavioral observations) to use for progress monitoring of student performance 
during interventions: 
     
a. Academics      
b. Behavior      
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14. Construct graphs for large group, small group, and individual students:      
a. Graph target student data      
b. Graph benchmark data      
c. Graph peer data      
d.  Draw an aimline      
e. Draw a trendline      
15. Interpret graphed progress monitoring data to make decisions about the degree 
to which a student is responding to intervention (e.g., positive, questionable or 
poor response). 
     
16. Make modifications to intervention plans based on student response to 
intervention.      
17. Use appropriate data to differentiate between students who have not learned 
skills (e.g., did not have adequate exposure to effective instruction, not ready, 
got too far behind) from those who have barriers to learning due to a disability. 
     
18. Collect the following types of data:      
a. Curriculum-Based Measurement      
b. DIBELS      
c. Access data from appropriate district- or school-wide assessments       
d. Standard behavioral observations      
19. Disaggregate data by race, gender, free/reduced lunch, language proficiency, 
and disability status      
20. Use technology in the following ways:      
a. Access the internet to locate sources of academic and behavioral evidence-
based interventions.      
b. Use electronic data collection tools (e.g., PDAs)      
c. Use the Progress Monitoring and Reporting Network (PMRN)      
d. Use the School-Wide Information System (SWIS) for Positive Behavior 
Support      
e. Graph and display student and school data      
21. Facilitate a Problem Solving Team (Student Support Team, Intervention 
Assistance Team, School-Based Intervention Team, Child Study Team) 
meeting. 
     
 
 
THANK YOU!
*«Code»* 
 
 
«School_ID» 
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Regional Coordinators’ Focus Group Interview Questions 
Year 1  
 
 
Consensus 
 
1) Think about the Project’s effect on consensus building in your schools. Describe your 
experiences with consensus issues in your schools. 
2) Think about the schools that are strong in this area. What do these schools look like? 
3) Think about the schools that are weak in this area. What do these schools look like? 
4) In what ways did stakeholders’ beliefs change over the year? To what degree did buy-in 
for PS/RtI practices change across the year? 
 
 
Infrastructure 
 
1) Describe how well your schools developed the necessary infrastructure to support the 
Project. 
2) What factors facilitated this process in schools that made progress in this area? 
3) What factors inhibited growth in schools that did not make progress in this area? 
4) In what ways did stakeholders’ skills progress over the year? 
 
 
Implementation - Tier One Focus 
 
1) Reflect upon how well your schools approached Tier One implementation. What was the 
impact of training on PS/RtI practices? 
2) Think of schools that implemented Tier One practices well. Describe these schools. 
3) Think of schools that struggled with Tier One implementation practices. Describe these 
schools. 
4) In what ways did stakeholders’ educational practices change in response to Tier One 
training and implementation? 
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PS/RtI Coaches Focus Group Interview Questions 
Year 1 
 
1. Do you believe that the staff in your building has developed some level of consensus 
regarding PS/RtI? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What infrastructure has been developed/changed as a result of Year 1? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What changes in practices have you seen at your school as a result of Year 1? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. How did the level of implementation change from the beginning to the end of the year? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Given your experience as a coach in Year 1, do you want to do anything differently as a 
coach in Year 2? 
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Self-Assessment of Problem Solving Implementation (SAPSI)* 
 
School Name 
 
«School» 
Date of Report 
District Name 
 
«District_» 
District & School ID 
 
«School_ID» 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS 
 
The members of your School-Based Leadership Team (Problem Solving Team) should complete 
this needs assessment as a group. We ask that all members of the team participate in this process. 
Each group member will receive a copy of the needs assessment; however, only one form should 
be returned to the Problem Solving/Response to Intervention (PS/RtI) Project. Your PS/RtI 
Coach will work with your team to facilitate completion of the SAPSI and will serve as the 
recorder for the version to be sent to Project staff. This needs assessment will be completed three 
times per school year to help you and the Project monitor activities for implementation of PS/RtI 
in your school.  
 
The items on the SAPSI are meant to assess the degree to which schools implementing the 
PS/RtI model are (1) achieving and maintaining consensus among key stakeholders, (2) creating 
and maintaining the infrastructure necessary to support implementation, and (3) implementing 
practices and procedures consistent with the model. Members of the team should not be 
discouraged if your school has not achieved many of the criteria listed under the Consensus, 
Infrastructure, and Implementation domains. This instrument is intended to help your team 
identify needs at your school for which action plans can be developed.  Whenever possible, data 
should be collected and/or reviewed to determine if evidence exists that suggests that a given 
activity is occurring. 
 
Please complete all pages on this needs assessment and mail to the following address before 
May 15, 2008. 
 
Stevi Schermond 
Problem Solving/Response to Intervention Project 
4202 E. Fowler Ave., EDU 162 
Tampa, FL 33620 
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School-Based Leadership Team Members (Name & Position) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Person(s) Completing Report (Name & Position) 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment 
 
Directions: 
In responding to each item below, please use the following response scale: 
 
Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 24% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur approximately 
75% to 100% of the time) 
 
For each item below, please write the letter of the option (N, I, A, M) that best represents your 
School-Based Leadership Team’s response in the column labeled “Status”. In the column labeled 
“Comments/Evidence”, please write any comments, explanations and/or evidence that are relevant 
to your team’s response. When completing the items on the SAPSI, the team should base its 
responses on the grade levels being targeted for implementation by the school. 
 
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
 
 
 
 
Consensus: Comprehensive Commitment and 
Support Status Comments/Evidence 
1. District level leadership provides active commitment and 
support (e.g., meets to review data and issues at least 
twice each year). 
  
2. The school leadership provides training, support and 
active involvement (e.g., principal is actively involved in 
School-Based Leadership Team meetings). 
  
3. Faculty/staff support and are actively involved with 
problem solving/RtI (e.g., one of top 3 goals of the School 
Improvement Plan, 80% of faculty document support, 3-
year timeline for implementation available). 
  
4. A School-Based Leadership Team is established and 
represents the roles of an administrator, facilitator, data 
mentor, content specialist, parent, and teachers from 
representative areas (e.g., general ed., special ed.) 
  
5. Data are collected (e.g., beliefs survey, satisfaction 
survey) to assess level of commitment and impact of 
PS/RtI on faculty/staff. 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 24% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Infrastructure Development: Data Collection and 
Team Structure Status Comments/Evidence 
6. School-wide data (e.g., DIBELS, Curriculum-Based 
Measures, Office Discipline Referrals) are collected 
through an efficient and effective systematic process.  
  
7. Statewide and other databases (e.g., Progress Monitoring 
and Reporting Network [PMRN], School-Wide 
Information System [SWIS]) are used to make data-based 
decisions. 
  
8. School-wide data are presented to staff after each 
benchmarking session (e.g., staff meetings, team 
meetings, grade-level meetings). 
  
9. School-wide data are used to evaluate the effectiveness of 
core academic programs. 
  
10. School-wide data are used to evaluate the effectiveness of 
core behavior programs. 
  
11. Curriculum-Based Measurement (e.g., DIBELS) data are 
used in conjunction with other data sources to identify 
students needing targeted group interventions and 
individualized interventions for academics. 
  
12. Office Disciplinary Referral data are used in conjunction 
with other data sources to identify students needing 
targeted group interventions and individualized 
interventions for behavior. 
  
13. Data are used to evaluate the effectiveness (RtI) of Tier 2 
intervention programs. 
  
14. Individual student data are utilized to determine response 
to Tier 3 interventions. 
  
15. Special Education Eligibility determination is made using 
the RtI model for the following ESE programs: 
  
a. Emotional/Behavioral Disabilities (EBD)   
b. Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)   
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 24% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Infrastructure Development: Data Collection and 
Team Structure (Cont’d) Status Comments/Evidence 
16. The school staff has a process to select evidence-based 
practices.   
a. Tier 1   
b. Tier 2   
c. Tier 3   
17. The School-Based Leadership Team has a regular 
meeting schedule for problem-solving activities.   
18. The School-Based Leadership Team evaluates target 
student’s/students’ RtI at regular meetings.   
19. The School-Based Leadership Team involves parents.   
20. The School-Based Leadership Team has regularly 
scheduled data day meetings to evaluate Tier 1 and Tier 2 
data. 
  
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 24% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Implementation: Three-Tiered Intervention System 
and Problem-Solving Process Status Comments/Evidence 
21. The school has established a three-tiered system of service 
delivery.   
a. Tier 1 Academic Core Instruction clearly identified.   
b. Tier 1 Behavioral Core Instruction clearly identified.   
c. Tier 2 Academic Supplemental Instruction/Programs 
clearly identified.   
d. Tier 2 Behavioral Supplemental Instruction/Programs 
clearly identified.   
e. Tier 3 Academic Intensive Strategies/Programs are 
evidence-based.   
f. Tier 3 Behavioral Intensive Strategies/Programs are 
evidence-based.   
22. Teams (e.g., School-Based Leadership Team, Problem-Solving 
Team, Intervention Assistance Team) implement effective 
problem solving procedures including: 
  
a. Problem is defined as a data-based discrepancy (GAP 
Analysis) between what is expected and what is occurring 
(includes peer and benchmark data). 
  
b. Replacement behaviors (e.g., reading performance targets, 
homework completion targets) are clearly defined.   
c. Problem analysis is conducted using available data and 
evidence-based hypotheses.   
d. Intervention plans include evidence-based (e.g., research-
based, data-based) strategies.   
e. Intervention support personnel are identified and 
scheduled for all interventions.   
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 24% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Implementation: Three-Tiered Intervention System 
and Problem-Solving Process (Cont’d) Status Comments/Evidence 
f. Intervention integrity is documented.   
g. Response to intervention is evaluated through systematic 
data collection.   
h. Changes are made to intervention based on student 
response.   
i. Parents are routinely involved in implementation of 
interventions.   
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
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PS/RtI Implementation Assessment (Cont’d) 
 
Scale: Not Started (N) — (The activity occurs less than 24% of the time) 
In Progress (I) — (The activity occurs approximately 25% to 74% of the time) 
Achieved (A) — (The activity occurs approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Maintaining (M) — (The activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 
approximately 75% to 100% of the time) 
Implementation: Monitoring and Action Planning Status Comments/Evidence 
23. A strategic plan (implementation plan) exists and is used by 
the School-Based Leadership Team to guide implementation 
of PS/RtI. 
  
24. The School-Based Leadership Team meets at least twice each 
year to review data and implementation issues.   
25. The School-Based Leadership Team meets at least twice each 
year with the District Leadership Team to review data and 
implementation issues. 
  
26. Changes are made to the implementation plan as a result of 
school and district leadership team data-based decisions.   
27. Feedback on the outcomes of the PS/RtI Project is provided to 
school-based faculty and staff at least yearly.   
 
Additional Comments/Evidence: 
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Direct Skill Assessment Example: Problem Identification 
 
School Level Data Review Worksheet 
 
     
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Case Study 
 
You are asked by your school principal to review school-level data and answer a number of 
questions for her. The data that are provided in the graphic below are DIBELS Oral Reading 
Fluency data and represent the % of students in the identified categories who scored within the 
low-, moderate-, and high-risk ranges. The first pair of charts represents all students in grades 1-
5. The second pair of charts represents students on free-reduced lunch (i.e., Economically 
Disadvantaged) in grades 1-5. The final pair of charts represents students with disabilities 
(SWDs) in grades 1-5.  Data from the end of the year DIBELS window (i.e., Spring) for the 
2005-06 and 2006-07 school years are provided.  After reviewing the data from the graphic 
below, please answer the questions that follow. 
Your PS/RtI Project ID: 
Your PS/RtI Project ID was designed to assure 
confidentiality while also providing a method to match an 
individual’s responses across instruments. In the space 
provided (first row), please write in the last four digits of 
your Social Security Number and the last two digits of the 
year you were born. Then, shade in the corresponding 
circles. 
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Case Study Questions 
 
1. Rank from highest to lowest the groups and years for which core instruction is most 
effective. Be sure to include all 6 possibilities in your response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Which group(s) of students should receive highest priority for monitoring while 
modifications to core instruction are being made?  Justify your decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Which group(s) of students is most likely to be referred for additional intervention—
regardless of any label they might have? Justify your decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Based on the data from the previous two school years, for which of the three groups of 
students depicted above, if any, will core instruction potentially be effective at the end of this 
school year (i.e., 2007-08)? Justify your decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Assume that modifications were made between the 05/06 and 06/07 school years for all 
groups of students at all levels of risk.  Which group(s) of students at what level(s) of risk 
made the greatest improvement across the two years? Justify your decision. 
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School Level Data Review Scoring Rubric – Day 3 
 
1. Rank from highest to lowest the groups and years for which core instruction is most 
effective. Be sure to include all 6 possibilities in your response. 
a. 0 points = Lists groups for which core instruction is the most effective in any 
order other than the order listed below 
b. 1 point = Lists groups for which core instruction is the most effective in the 
following order: 
i. All Students 2006-07 
ii. All Students 2005-06 
iii. Economically Disadvantaged (ED) 2005-06 
iv. Economically Disadvantaged (ED) 2006-07 
v. Students With Disabilities (SWDs) 2005-06 
vi. Students With Disabilities (SWDs) 2006-07 
 
2. Which group(s) of students should receive highest priority for monitoring while 
modifications to core instruction are being made?  Justify your decision. 
a. 0 points = Mentions that no students need to be monitored while modifications 
to core instruction are made 
b. 1 point = Mentions that ED students and/or SWDs should be monitored, but 
does not use data to justify his/her decision  
c. 2 point = Mentions that ED students and/or SWDs should be monitored, and 
uses data accurately to justify his/her decision (e.g., approximately 50% of ED 
students meeting benchmark, approximately 40% of SWDs meeting benchmark, 
less than 80% of ED students or SWDs meeting benchmarks) 
 
3. Which group(s) of students is most likely to be referred for additional intervention—
regardless of any label they might have? Justify your decision. 
a. 0 points = Mentions that no groups of students or all students are most likely to be 
referred for additional intervention 
b. 1 point = Mentions that ED students and/or SWDs is/are the most likely to be 
referred for additional intervention, but does not use data to justify his/her 
decision 
c. 2 point = Mentions that ED students and/or SWDs is/are the most likely to be 
referred, and uses data accurately to justify his/her decision (e.g., approximately 
50% of ED students at-risk, approximately 60% of SWDs at-risk, large numbers 
of SWDs not meeting benchmarks) 
 
4. Based on the data from the previous two school years, for which of the three groups of 
students depicted above, if any, will core instruction potentially be effective at the end of 
this school year (i.e., 2007-08)? Justify your decision. 
a. 0 points = Mentions that core instruction will not be effective for any groups or 
mentions that core instruction will likely be effective for ED student or SWDs 
b. 1 point = Mentions that core instruction might be or will likely be effective for all 
students, but does not include the trend of increased numbers of students meeting 
benchmark in his/her response 
Problem-Solving Method/Response-to-Intervention Program Evaluation 71 
 
c. 2 points = Mentions that core instruction might be or will likely be effective for 
all students, and includes the trend of increased numbers of students meeting 
benchmark in his/her response (e.g., the proportion of students meeting 
benchmarks increased from 64% to 73%, 9% increase in students meeting 
benchmarks) 
 
5. Assume that modifications were made between the 05/06 and 06/07 school years for all 
groups of students at all levels of risk.  Which group(s) of students at what level(s) of risk 
made the greatest improvement across the two years? Justify your decision. 
a. 0 points = Mentions that no groups of students at any risk levels made 
improvements or does not include any of the following groups in his/her response: 
i. All Students – Low-Risk 
ii. All Students – High-Risk 
iii. SWDs – High-Risk 
b. 1 point = Mentions one or more of the above groups in his/her response, but does 
not use data to justify his/her decision 
c. 2 points = Mentions one or more of the above groups in his/her response, and uses 
data accurately to justify his/her decision (e.g., low-risk group for all students 
increased from 64% to 73%, SWDs high-risk group decreased 8%) 
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Tier I and II Critical Components Checklist 
 
Directions: For each selected grade-level, please use the scale provided to indicate the degree to 
which each critical component of problem-solving is present in the problem-solving team 
paperwork. See the attached rubric for the criteria for determining the degree to which each 
critical component is present.  
 
Component 1 = Present 
2 = Partially  
      Present 
3 = Absent 
N/A = Not applicable 
Evidence/Comments 
Problem Identification  
1. Data were used to determine the 
effectiveness of core academic and behavior 
instruction 
 1       2       3  
2. Decisions were made to modify core 
instruction or to develop supplemental (Tier 
II) interventions 
 1       2       3  
3. Universal screening (e.g., DIBELS, ODRs) 
or other data sources (e.g., district-wide 
assessments) were used to identify groups of 
students in need of supplemental intervention  
 1       2       3  
Problem Analysis 
4. The school-based team generated hypotheses 
to identify potential reasons for students not 
meeting benchmarks  
 1       2       3  
5. Data were used to determine viable or active 
hypotheses for why students were not 
attaining benchmarks 
 1      2       3  
Intervention Development and Implementation 
6. Modifications to core instruction     
a. A plan for implementation of 
modifications to core instruction was 
documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
b. Support for implementation of 
modifications to core instruction was 
documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
c. Documentation of implementation of 
modifications to core instruction was 
provided 
 1      2       3      N/A  
7. Supplemental (Tier II) instruction 
development or modification 
   
a. A plan for implementation of 
supplemental instruction was 
documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
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Component 1 = Present 
2 = Partially  
      Present 
3 = Absent 
N/A = Not applicable 
Evidence/Comments 
b. Support for implementation of 
supplemental instruction was 
documented 
 1      2       3      N/A  
c. Documentation of implementation of 
supplemental instruction was 
provided 
 1      2       3      N/A  
Program Evaluation/RtI 
8. Criteria for positive response to intervention 
defined  
 1      2       3  
9. Progress monitoring data were 
collected/scheduled  
 1      2       3  
10. A decision regarding student RtI was 
documented 
 1      2       3  
11. A plan for continuing, modifying, or 
terminating the intervention plan was 
provided  
 1      2       3  
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74 
Tiers I and II Critical Components Checklist Rubric 
 
1. Data were used to determine the effectiveness of core academic and behavior 
instruction  
a. Present = Data quantifying the effectiveness of core academic and/or behavior 
instruction for all students, and for demographic subgroups of students are 
documented 
b. Partially Present = Data quantifying the effectiveness of core academic and/or 
behavior instruction for all students, or for demographic subgroups of students are 
documented 
c. Absent = No data quantifying the effectiveness of core academic and/or behavior 
instruction are document 
 
2. Decisions were made to modify core instruction or to develop supplemental (Tier II) 
interventions  
a. Present = A decision to modify core instruction or to develop supplemental 
interventions was indicated and the decision was appropriate given the data used 
to evaluate the effectiveness of core instruction  
b. Partially Present = A decision to modify core instruction or to develop 
supplemental interventions was indicated, but the decision was not appropriate 
given the data used to evaluate the effectiveness of core instruction  
c. Absent = No decision regarding modifying core instruction or developing 
supplemental interventions was indicated 
 
3. Universal screening (e.g., DIBELS, ODRs) or other data sources (e.g., district-wide 
assessments) were used to identify groups of students in need of supplemental 
intervention  
a. Present = Data from universal screening assessments or other data sources were 
factored into the decision to identify students as needing supplemental 
intervention 
b. Partially Present = Students were identified for supplemental intervention based 
on data; however, the data used to make the decision came from outcome 
assessments such as the SAT-10 or FCAT 
c. Absent = Data were not used to identify students in need of supplemental 
intervention  
 
4. The school-based team generated hypotheses to identify potential reasons for students 
not meeting benchmarks  
a. Present = Reasons for the students not meeting benchmarks were developed. The 
reasons provided span multiple hypotheses domains (e.g., child, curriculum, 
peers, family/community, classroom, teacher) 
b. Partially Present = Reasons for the students not meeting benchmarks were 
developed, but the reasons do not span multiple hypotheses domains (e.g., 
curriculum hypotheses only). 
c. Absent = Reasons for the students not meeting benchmarks were not developed 
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75 
5. Data were used to determine viable or active hypotheses for why students were not 
attaining benchmarks  
a. Present = Data collected using RIOT (Review, Interview, Observe, Test) 
procedures for all hypotheses to determine the reasons that are likely to be 
barriers to the students attaining benchmarks 
b. Partially Present = Data collected using RIOT (Review, Interview, Observe, Test) 
procedures for some hypotheses to determine the reasons that are likely to be 
barriers to the students attaining benchmarks 
c. Absent = Data not collected to determine the reasons that are likely to be barriers 
to the students attaining benchmarks 
 
6a.  A plan for implementation of modifications to core instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for implementing modifications to core instruction was 
documented, and included the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed 
and the deadline for completing those actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for implementing modifications to core instruction was 
documented, but the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed or the 
deadline for completing those actions was not included  
c. Absent = No plan for implementing the modifications to core instruction was 
documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that the development or modification of supplemental instruction was 
appropriate 
 
6b.  Support for implementation of modifications to core instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
modifications to core instruction was documented, and included the personnel 
responsible, the actions to be completed and the deadline for completing those 
actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
modifications to core instruction was documented, but the personnel responsible, 
the actions to be completed or the deadline for completing those actions was not 
included  
c. Absent = No plan for providing support to the personnel implementing the 
modifications to core instruction was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that the development or modification of supplemental instruction was 
appropriate 
 
6c.   Documentation of implementation of modifications to core instruction was provided 
a. Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the modifications to core 
instruction were implemented and at least some of the data were quantifiable 
b. Partially Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the modifications to 
core instruction were implemented, but none of the data were quantifiable 
c. Absent = No information on the degree to which the modifications to core 
instruction were implemented was documented 
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d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that the development or modification of supplemental instruction was 
appropriate 
 
7a.   A plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was 
documented, and included the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed 
and the deadline for completing those actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was 
documented, but the personnel responsible, the actions to be completed or the 
deadline for completing those actions was not included  
c. Absent = No plan for implementation of supplemental instruction was 
documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that modification of core instruction was appropriate 
 
7b.  Support for implementation of supplemental instruction was documented 
a. Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
supplemental instruction was documented, and included the personnel 
responsible, the actions to be completed and the deadline for completing those 
actions 
b. Partially Present = A plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
supplemental instruction was documented, but the personnel responsible, the 
actions to be completed or the deadline for completing those actions was not 
included  
c. Absent = No plan for providing support to the personnel implementing 
supplemental instruction was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that modifications to core instruction were appropriate 
 
7c.  Documentation of implementation of supplemental instruction was provided 
a. Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the supplemental instruction 
protocol was implemented and at least some of the data were quantifiable 
b. Partially Present = Data were documented demonstrating that the supplemental 
instruction protocol was implemented, but none of the data were quantifiable 
c. Absent = No information on the degree to which supplemental instruction was 
implemented was documented 
d. N/A = The data used to evaluate the effectiveness of the core curriculum 
suggested that modifications to core instruction were appropriate 
 
8.    Criteria for determining positive RtI defined 
a. Present = The rate at which improvement on the target skill is needed for student 
RtI to be considered positive was provided in measurable terms 
b. Partially Present = Quantifiable data defining improvement in the target skill 
needed for positive RtI was provided, but the data did not include a rate index 
c. Absent = No criteria for determining positive RtI were provided 
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9. Progress monitoring data collected/scheduled 
a. Present = Progress monitoring data were collected at an appropriate frequency 
using measures that are sensitive to small changes in the target skill 
b. Partially Present = Progress monitoring data were collected, but were not 
collected frequently enough or were collected using measures that were are not 
sensitive to small changes in the target skill 
c. Absent = Little or no progress monitoring data were collected 
 
10.   Decisions regarding student RtI documented 
a. Present = Documented decisions regarding whether the students demonstrated 
positive, questionable, or poor RtI were made based on progress monitoring data  
b. Partially Present = A discussion of student RtI was provided, but no decisions 
regarding positive, questionable, or poor RtI were made 
c. Absent = No discussion of the students RtI was provided 
 
11. Plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the intervention plan provided 
a. Present = A plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the intervention plan 
was provided based on the students’ RtI 
b. Partially Present = A plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the 
intervention plan was provided, but it did not link directly to the students’ RtI 
c. Absent = No plan for continuing, modifying, or terminating the intervention plan 
was provided 
